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i. The Objectives 2f the Symposia

The symposia were conducted for the purposes of reporting
the progress of selected programs in driver education and
of contributing to the effective implementation of recent
research findings in the field of driver education and
training.

The scope of these activities included presectations on
"the state of the art" in driver education and related
fields, the communication of the plans, policies, and
programs of the National Highway Safety Bureau to members
of both the public and non-public schools and the com-
mercial driving school communities, and the exchange of
information between the Nutional Highway Safety Bureau and
the professionals in both communities.

II. Introduction

A, Invitatioa Network

A primary goal in conducting the symposia was to in-
volve the several kinds of people who are interested in
driver education and training. For both activities a total
of 1,338 invitations were extended.

Early in August, 1968, a meeting was held in Washington,
D.C., to make recommendations for invitees to the first
symposium. Included in this meeting were representatives
of the National Safety Council, the National Education
Association, the American Driver and Traffic Safety Educa-
tion Association, the National Highway Safety Bureau, and
the Institute for Educational Development. Categories
nominated for receiving invitations inriuded state board of
ecucation members, state superintendents of education, high
school principals, school superintendents, state supervisors
of driver and traffic-safety education, university personnel
in charge of teacher training and/or research in driver
education, +teachers of driver education in public and non-
public scrhools, and representatives of quasi-public safety
organizations, the military services, professional national
traffic safety >rgznizations, the research community,
traffic court schools, and th~ press.

A similar meeting was convened in early Septemnber, 1968,
to make recommendations for invitees to the Commercial Driving
School Symposium. This initial meeting included officers of
the National Professional Driver Education Association,
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universit, personnel responsible for driver education and
training, owners of commercial driving schools, and staff
members ol the Institute for Educational Development.
Additional suggestions for invitees were solicited from
American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association
and the National Highway Safety Bureau. A list of approxi-
mately 2,300 active commercial school owners, compiled in

a recent study of commercial schools by Dunlap and Associates,

Inc., was used to obtain names of driving school personnel
in all fifty states. Representatives of the commercial
driving scho0ls in the ten states with the greatest density
of schools were alsc asked to recommend invitees.

As with the first symposium, personnel expressing
interest in attending the symposium were obliged. For both
synposia a self-addressed, stamped reply postcard was sent
with each invitation. A follow-up letter requestiny infor-
mation about attendance was mailed a few weeks after thc
initial invitation. The invitation letter is provided in
the Appendix, and &« list of symposia participants in
Section ¥XI.

Selected commercial school drivirg instructors were
invited to participate as observers in the public and non-
public symposium held in December, and certain driver
educators associated with the public and non-public schools
were invited to participate in the January symposium.

Individuals representing other agencies or organiza-
tions working in driver education or a rnlated fiz21ld who
expressed interest in attending the symposium also received
invitations.

B. Symposiuvm Attendance

Thirty-three states were represented at the December
symncsium and one hundred and thirty-cne individuals parti-
cipated. The January sympesium, which was designed for a
smaller group, had one hundred and twenty-two participants
from twenty-one states and two Canadian Provinces.

C. Design of the Symposia

The symposia were viewed by the Institute staff as an
endeavor in adult education. The presentations, seminars,
meals, and informal periods were scheduled in such a manner
as to provide a variety ol settings within the symposia.
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The model for these events was designed to maximize
"two-way" conmunication between the presentors and partici-
pants. This was accosplished in < number of ways:

1. Both one and five page abstracts of presentations
and biographical sketches were provided to the
participants prior to tlie symposia in order to
familiarize them with the program content and
persennel..

2. Cortain participants were given texts of each
presentation aid requested tc develop questions
which would follow in a general session after
each formal presentation.

3. Seminar groups were organized with the presentors
of papers as saminar leaders or resource personnel.
Assignment to groups wes made to achieve as
heterogenecus a seminar group as possible, based
uron pcofessional area of work.

311 seminar groups were requested to formulate sulmary
comments and recommendations whichk were then presented to
all symposium participants in a general session. These
summary reports ore included beginning on page i7.

The site selected for the symposia was The Drake-
Oakbrook Motel, Dakbrook, Illinois, a quiet setting with
few local diversions for the participants. Conseguently,
"leisure time" during the symporium was generally spent
chatting informally with fellow symposjium participants, and
two way communication was thus facilitated.

II1. The Design of This Report

The format of this report is designed so that the
reader can first examinc the program. Page citations for
each document are provided in the program to enable the
reader tc find rapidly a particular speech or seminar report.

.vllowing two briet overviews (summaries of all events)
of both symposia are abstracts of the papers which were
precented, with a page designation for the full text of
each papert.

The summary reports from the seminars for each symposium
are provided in a separate section {(page 289, 315), followed by
biograpnical sketches of the seminar leaders and recorders.
These reports contain suggestions for programs, policies, and
procedures in the field of driver education and training.

5
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The appendix contains a sample of the evaluation form
used in obtaining feedback about the symposia, and a copy of
the invitation letters.

The key sections of the proceedings can be found on

the following pages:

Programs for both symposia with page

citations of abstracts and page cita-

tions for the coiuplete text of each
presentation. ‘ page 7
Summary statements for both symposia padge 17
Abstracts of presentations. page 35

Full text of presentations in alpha-

betical order by author. page 43
° Seminar groupings and se:'inar reports.
December page 289
January page 315
° January panel discussions. page 337

Biographical sketches of general
session clairmen, seminar leaders,
and recorders page 359

A list of the participants at both
symposia page 367

° 2ppendix page 381
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DECEMBER SYMPOSIUK

SUND# Y, DECEMBER 1

7:00- 6:00 REGISTRATION

4:30- 6:0c RECEPTION

6:00- 8:00 DINNER

OPENING REMARKS

A School Administrator Yiews Diiver
Training Evaluation

Sidney Marland
INSTITUTE FCOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT TEXT' P 179

The Mission, Okjectives, Organization, and
Programs of the National Highway
Scfety Bureou

Williem Torrants
NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU TEXT P. 195

The Design of the Symposium

Robest Filep
INSTITUTE FCR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT TEXT P. 4

8:00-10:60 ASSIGNED SEMINARS
What's on my Mind?

SEMINAR LEADERS SEMINAR RECORDERS
".eon Brody Jee Cosey
Dule 3ussis Jim Berry
Roktert Chapman Robert Nolan
John Conger James Aaron
Harry Harman Cissie Giedo
Horold Halmes Dick Ellis
William Lybrend Patricic Woller
Frederick McGuire Robert Goff
Gilbert Teol Richoard Tossel!l

ERIC ?
A FULL TEXT OF THE PRESENTATION, TI'IN 9
TO THE PAGE <11 ED.



MONDAY, DECEMBER 2
8:30-12:0¢6 PRESENTATIONS

Evaluation ~ Telling It As It Is
Reports of the 194, -1968 Research Studies

Evaluation of Driver Educeotion
~Telling It As It Is~

Leon Brody
NEW YORK UM'YERSITY

Driver Education and Training:
Evaluation Regquirements and
Svagested Plons

Williem Lybrond
THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

Driver Education and
Training

Gilbert Teal
DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES, INC,

Pien for Criticel Appraisal
of Driver Education
Programs

Robert Chapmon
INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Toward A Comprehansive Pian for
Evalvotion of Driver Edvcotion and
Training Progroms .

Harry Harmon

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES,

HIGHWAY RESEARCH BOARD
12:00- 2:00 LUNCHEON
2:00- 5:00 ASSIGNED SEMINARS
Priorities and Planning

EVENING: INDIVINUAL SCHEDULING

10

¥
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ABSTRACT
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TUESDAY, DECEMBER 3
8:30-12:00 PRESENTATIONS

Plans, Progroms, ond Challe.:ges

Driver Education Todoy ond Tomorrow

Norman Key
NATIONAL EDUCATION
ASSOCIATION

Sofety Speciaiist Manpower for
Driver Education

Tommy Bertone

BOOZ, ALLEN and HAMILTON, INC.

Research in Driver Educaticn

John Conger
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO

Modern Leasning Principles ond
Driver Education

Robert Gagné

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
BERKELEY

12:00- 2:00 LUNCHEOQR

2:00- 5:00 ASSIGNED SEMINARS
Reoiity ond Rationelity

7:00- 9:30 DINMER
DISCUSSION

Incoi.clu. . - Proafs of Payo!f in Driver

Educatior, .. | Other Crosh Prevention Meosures

Robert Brenner
Deputy Director,

NATIONAL HIGHWAY SAFETY BUREAU

WEDNES 'AY, DECEMBER 4
9:00-12:00 ASSIGNED SEMINARS
Quo Vadis
_ Written Evoluations for Seminors
12:00- 2:00 LUNCHEON
SUMMARY SESSION

SEMINAR REPORTS = Seminar Recorders
SUMMARY STATEMENT = Williom Tarrants

3:00 ADJOURN

El{l\C 11

]]

ABSTRACT
TEXT

ABSTRACT
TEXT

ABSTRACT
TEXT

ABSTRACT
TEXT

TEXT

TEXT
TEXT

P.147

P.37
P. 69

P. 38
P.107

P, 127

~. 289
P.19



JANUARY SYMPOSIUM

SUNDAY, JANUARY 26
4:00-11:00 REGISTRATION

7:30- 9:30 BRIEFING AND DISCUSSION
Presentors, Seminar Leaders,
ond Recorders

MONDAY, JANUARY 27

8:45- B:50 Welcome

John Kennedy
INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

8:50- 9:36 The Mission, Objectives, Organization, and
Prcgrams of the National Highway
Sofety Bureau

William Tarronts
NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU TEX T P. 195

9:30- 9:40 Protocol and Procedures

Robert Filep
INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

+ 9:40-11:05 Driver Education and Training:
Evaluotion Requirements and Suggested Plans

9:40-10:20 William Lybrand ABSTRACT? P. 39
THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY TEXT P. 18)

10:20-10:30 COFFEE
10:30-71:05 Diiver Education and Troining

Gilbert Teal ABSTRACT P. 4\
DUNLAP & ASSOCIATES, INC. TEXT P. 236

17:05-11:15 DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS

11:15-12:30 SEMINARS

(Continue throug. t.unch)

12
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SEMINAR LEADERS

SEMINAR RECORDERS

Williom Rhodes Tom Cheney
John Kerrick Paul Halula
‘arland Strasser Heinz Naumann
Fletcher Flatt DeWayne Marsfiman
Warren Rumsfield U. Hale Gammill
Thad Rarogiewicz Williom McCluskey
H.8. Virson George Hensel
Paul Hill Jeb- "Trods

(Stew 2ers to Serve as Roving Lesource Personnel}

12:30-2:00

2:00-2:40

2:40-3:20

3:20-4:00

4:05-4:15

4:15-5:30

LUNCHEON

The Cose for Multiple Stundards

In Driver Training

Warren Rumsfield
Founding President ABSTRACT
NPDEA. TEXT

Plan For Critical Appraisol
of Driver Education Pragrams

Robert Chapman
INSTITUTE FOR ABSTRACT
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT TEX1

/

Plons For Evoluoting Driver

Training
Leon Brody ABSTRACT
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY TEXT

Toword o Comprehensive Plon for Evoluation
of Drier Educotion and Troining Progroms

Harry Harman

NATIONAL ACACEMY OF

SCIENCES, HIGHWAY ABSTRACT
RESEARCH BOARD TEXT
COFFEE
SEMINARS
13

13

. 40
.18

P, 37

3

.93

.37
. 88

.39

137



5:30- 8:00 VISIT TO LOCAL COMMERCIAL
SCHOOLS

8:00- 8:45 PANEL

State Tests, Rules and Regulations for

Commercial Schools and Instructors

Richard Dootson
CALIFORNIA

Thad Rorogiewicz
CHIO

John Woods
MASSACHUSETTS

8:45+ 9:15 A Public-Commerciol School Relationship~

Donold Bruggeman
OHI0O

TUESDAY, JANUARY 28

8:30- 9:10 Research in Driver Education

.ohn Conger
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADC

9:10- 9:50 Modern Learniag Principles
and Driver Education

Robert Gagné
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
BERKE' EY

9.-50-1'0.-00 COFFEE

10:00-10:35 The Survey of Commercial
Schools

Gilbert Teol

DUNLAP & ASSOCIATES, INC.

10:35-12:00 SEMINARS
12:00- 2:00 LUNCHEON

Lriver Education and the Commerciuf
Driving School
Robert Brenner
Deputy Director,
NATIONAL HIGHAAY
SAFETY BUREAU

ERIC 14

TEXT P.
TEXT P.
ABSTRACT P.
TEXT P.

ABETRACT P.
TEXT P.

ABSTRACT P.
TEXT P.

TEXT P,

352

357

38
197

127

41
246



2:30- 3:10

3:15- 3:30

3:30- 5:30

7:20- 8:00

8:00- 8:40

8:40- 9:20

COFFEE

Problems of the Commerciol Driving Schools

H.B. Yinson
Past-President, NPD_EA

SEMINARS

The Highwoy Systems Research
Cor

Fletcher Plott
FORD MOTOR COMPANY

An Approach to Driver
Troining

Harold Sw.nih
DRIVER IMPROVEMENT
INSTITUTE, INC.

Closed Circuit Television in a
Mobile Vehicle in Troffic

Alfred Finch
NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 29

8:45-10:30
10:30-10:45
10:45- 2:15
12:15
2:15
O
ERIC

SEMINARS

Formulation of Final Problen
and Solution Statements

COFFEE

GENERAL SESSION

Reports from each Seminar
(ten minutes each)

LUHCHEON

Summary Stotement

Wiiliara Tarrants
NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU

ADJOURN

ABSTRACT P. 4

TEXT

TEXT

TEXT

TEXT

TEXT

TEXT

P.272

P. 315



V.,  SUMMARY
STATEMENTS
FOR BOTH
SYMPOSIA:
AN OVERVIEW
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William E. Tarrants, Director
Office of Safety Manpower Development
National Highway Safety Institute

l( SUMMARY STATEMENT, DECEMBER SYM0SIum?
National Highway Safety Bureau

In my experience as a Bureau person involved in a lot of
contracts, I find that probably my must important role in
this exercise is periodically to read the work statemenc
so that we can keep in mind what it is we’re trying to do
and what it is we've done once we've done it. So, if
you'll bear with me for a moment, I'll review the high-
lights of this work statement so that you can reflect on
your experience here these three days to determine your-
self whether or not the objectives were, in fact, realized.
You may have forgotten it, but I summarized these objectives
as the end of my talk last Sunday evening. We'll see now
how the proceedings since that time have met the intent of
the symposium. Let me gquote from the work statement.

A major eritieism of research in general is that the

L findings, often obtained at a great cost, frequently
are not communzcated to the practitioners. The pro-
posed aympOSLum cill be an important step in closzng
thise gap in the field of dri»-» education and training.
There i8 a need to report research findings and related
information to schooi adminiatrators and educators at
the secondary and higher educational levels. There is
: also a need for an exchange of information concerning
plans and programs in driver education and training

- 1. This summary etatement 18 provided to give the reader
an overview of the events that took place at the Symposium.
It was przsented as a revie of the activity for the
Symposium partieipants by Dr. Tarrante. He was assisted
with ite preparation by Dr. Earl D. Heath, of the same
agency, wWho was Contract Manager for the Symposium.

.
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and for a forum in which the major issues of this
field can be discussed. The objeative of this
project is to conduct a national driver education
symposium for the pucp:se of reporting the progress
of selected pertinent programs in driver education
and, utilizing the experience and cooperation of
representative educators and others, coatributing

to the effective implementation of recent research
findings in vhis field. The sccpe of this symposium
includes presentations on the "state of the art" in
driver education and relaited fields; the communica-
tion of plane, policies and programs of the National
Highway Safety Bureau to members of the driver
education community; and an exchange of information
between the NHSB and professionals associated with
driver education and training programs in publie and
private schools.’

Well, I think you can immediately see numerous things that
this symposium was intended to do and, hopefully, as you
reflect over your experiences here, you will conclude that
these objectives have, in fact, been realized. I think it
is appropriate at this time to review with you the high-
lights of some of the presentations. If youa recall, Dr.
Marland reviewed with us how the school administrator looks
at driver education. He talked about the strong feelings
for and against driver education, and sampied scme of the
logic used by its protagonists and its antagonists. He
cited the seeming abundance of heat and the scarcity of
light on this subject. He concluded his remarks by stating
that many of the facts akbout driver education are thus
obscured. This presentation set the tone for the symposium
and served to introduce our purpose: the shedding of addi-~
tional light on the subject and the two-way communication
of information.

In my presentation on Sunday evening, I reviewed the organi-
zational structure, mission, and some of the major programs
of the National Highway Safety Bureau and its components,
along with the mandates given to the Bureau by the legis-
lative enactments of 1966. I then reviewed the major driver
education-related rescarch conducted by the Bureau and out-
lined the objectives of this symposium. Dr. Filep then
discussed with us the design of the symposium.

On Monday morning, we heard from the principal investigators
of each of the four driver education evaluation studies, and
from the principal investigator fcr the follow-on contract
with the National Academy of Sciences. Dr. Brody of New
York University acknowledged that the ultimate objective of

20
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driver education is to reduce the frequency and severity of
highway accidents, but stressed the need for determining

the specific forms that driver education should take to
enable its objectives to be met with more effe«<tiven2ss and
efficiency. Dr. Brody saw improved teacher preparation as
the most critical need in driver education today, and
stressed the need to structure the total educational process
to fit the development of safe individuals.

Dr. Lybrand of the American University developed the rationale
that real-world driving performance must be utilized as the
yardstick for driver education and training payoff evalua-
tion. A unique contribution of his study was the beginning
of a driving performance analysis conducted within the

context of a systems approach to a man-machine task analysis.
Dr. Lybrand stressed the use of standardized field perfor-
mance tests for operational evaluation purposes by the

states and a simulator for long-term NHSB pahoff evaluation
studies.

Dr. Teal reminded us that accident statistics, as they are
presently maintained on a state-by state basis, are inap-
propriate for meaningful evaluation research in the 3area

of driver education. BHEe stated thav. because of the inade-
quate driver education information base, it was not possible
for his group to recommend a long-term evaluation plan. As
an immediate short-term evaluation approach, he recommended
adaptation of Section D-6 of Evaluation Criteria, dev:ioped
by the National Study of Secondary School Evaluation.
Dunlap and Associates, Inc. as a part of its work, also
surveyed the commercial driving school community throughout
the United States.

Dr. Chapman, reporting for the Institute for Educational
Development, told us of the unique study group approach
used by his organization, and of this group's recommenda-
tions for evaluating driver education programs. The study
group identified three alternative evaluation plans:

Plan I concerned the ruality of the learning experience
provided by the driver education program and focused on
the program's "openness" and capacity to "grow."

Plan II employed a test of driver proficiency, derived
from required real-world behavior by expert opinion,
to determine program effectiveness.

Plan III utilized a validated test of driver proficiency
to examine a broad range of influences and interventions
upon the acquisition and maintenance of driver profi-
ciency over the long term.

21
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The study ygroup recommended that all three plans be imple-
mented concurrently. Dr. Chapman cited two of the over-
riding objectives of driver education programs; namely:
avoidance cf accidents and improved traffic flow.

Following the reviews of the esvaluation approaches recom-
mended by the four contractors, Mr. Harry Harman of the
Educational Testing Service, the principal investigator for
the study being conductec by the National Academy of Sciences,
explained the plan for synthesizing the results of the four
studies and for introducing other recommendations. He
suggested that this is an example of the use of applied
science to solve a practical problen. The Academy is
addressing itself to the task of formulating plans for a
nation-wide evaluation of driver education. A variety of
disciplines is represented in the group which is chaired

by Dr. C. West Churchman cf the University of California
{Berkeley). The evaluavion paradigm developed by the group
includes the identification of traffic related tasks and the
determination of objectives for driver education programs.
He acknowledged that accident reduction is but one measure
of "driver proficiency. He then outlined the parameters for
short-term and long-term evaluation proposals for driver
education psograms.

Hopefully, during these three days, you've had ample oppor-
tunity to discuss the remarks of the principal investigators
with them and to clarify or expand on various points of
interest. The compleced studies, as we mentioned, are now in
the Bureau's release process and will soon be available from
the Clearinghouse for Federal Scientific and Technical Infor-
mation (CFSTI), 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia
22151. I am confident that you will find much information

in each of the reports that will be interesting and helpful
to you.

In the assigned seminars, we attempted to provide a mix of
experience and interest. From the reporits I have received,
and the seminars I have visited, it has been evident that

the groups took their assignments very seriously. They
worked hard to identify problem areas in evaluat'.on, as

they see them, and to formulate alternate plans for approach:-
ing these problems.

On Tuesday morning, we moved on to some different problem

‘areas. We heard Dr. Norman Key from the National Education

Association revinrw the progress of driver education and
some of the protlems it faces and how it is meeting these
challenges. He identified some positive specific actions
which are required if driver education is to advance

22
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qualitatively. A striking statistic, and one which &li of
us will remember I'm sure, is that the average driver educa-~
tion program today has three-tenths of one percent of the
high school students' 12,000 hours of instructional time.

Dr. Conger reviewed his and related studies in ne field of
driver education. He nointed out the fact tb:zt, historically,
driver education has been justified in terms of its presumed
effect on accidents and violations. ©Now, he said, the
better designed and controlled studies have generally

failed to find significant evidence for the effectiveness

of driver education programs based on these criteria. Dr.
Conger called for an investigation of the driving task,

with attention to how new approaches to driver education

can be developed and tested with attention to training for
emergency situations, and with more imagination in the
teaching of skills and attitudes.

Dr. Gagne discussed "Mcdern Learning Principles and Driver
Educatinn." He reviewed conclusions about learning derived
from other areas which have relevance to driver education.
Citing "good driving" as a —=omplex task, he cautioned
against assuming that there ‘s some single essence to it.
He saw "good driving" not as a matter of proper fundamental
skills or as a matter of proper attitude but, rather, as
both of these things plus many more. Dr. Gagne stated that
if competent driving is a complex matter, it should be
possible to reduce this complexity by identifying diffcrent
types of learning that are involved in the separate kinds
of performance required. Designing effective instruction
for driving was viewed by Dr. Gagne as first, identifying
both terminal and component s$kills, and second, setting up
reasonable conditions under which they can be learned.

Mr. Bertone of Booz, Allen» & Hamilton, Inc., reviewed the.
"Safety Specialist Manpower Study" as it related to driver
education. Based on data relating to the sixteen highway
safety program standards, accumulated from among the 50
states, 36 job titles were identified, including four
pertaining to driver education (Driver Training Progran
Specialist, Driver Education Supervisor, Driver Education
Teacher, and Driver Retraining Instructor). For each job
title identified in the study, a job description is przsented
and estimates of required manpower are provided by year from
1968 through 1977. The study provided information on man-
power requirements, manpower resources, and manpower train-
ing capacity within the states. The study concludes by
suggesting several actions that states may take to assure
adequate staffing of highway safety programs, including
driver education.
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Yesterday we also had the opportunity to listen to the second
thoughts of the principal investigators and had the added
opportunity to ask questions.

Last evening, we heard a presentation by Dr. Robert Brenner,
Jeputy Director of the Highway Safety Bureau. After re-
viewing the mandate given to the Bureau by the Highway Safety
Act of 1966, Dr. Brenner, I believe, dispelled any notion

that anyone may have had with regard to the Bureau's position
on driver education. The Bureau is obviously not opposed to
driver education, but it does have a mandate to see that all
highway safety program elements, including driver education,
contribute to the reduction ¢f death, injury, and property
damage on the highway. Dr. Brenner pointed out that driver
education is but one of several ways of approaching the problem
of reducing highway crashes, and that driver education is but
one of several ways of attempting to alter or control driver
performance. 'e suggested that driver education must compete
with other traffic accident countermeasures for limited
financial resources. He said there can be no "sacred cows"

in highway safety. When asked why the Bureau has sponsored
research into methods by which driver education program
effectiveness can be evaluated when other areas of education
are not similarly evaluated, Dr. Brenner reminded the audience
that the mission of the Bureau is highway safety and not
education per se. We must evaluate the effectiveness of the
programs we support in terms which are meaningful to our safety
okjectives. 1In answer to the question as to why driver educa-
tion is not now listed as a high priority item, Dr. Brenner
said that the two criteria used in determining the present
priority order include (1) evidence of payoff in terms of
injury and death reduction and, (2) program elements which
will provide a foundation for obtaining such evidence in the
future. Dr. Brenner repeatedly reminded us that the Bureau

is not opposed to driver education, hut that the Bureau is
interested in learning how driver education stands competi-
tively when compared to other highway accident countermeasures.

This morning was spent by most of you in reviewing the posi~-
tion papers of the seminar groups, and we've just heard the
presentation of these at our general session. I hope I've
treated the speakers fairly in my summary comments. We at
the Bureau sincerely hope that each of you has profited from
this iInformation exchange and that there is now more light on
the subject of driver education, particularly as it is viewed
by the Bureau. I was pleased to hear Dr. Brenner say last
evening that rore meetings of this type are needed to expedite
inrormation flow and to obtain reactions from practitioners
who see and deal wi*h problems daily. 1I've personally
enjoyed this opportunity to speak face-to-face with you and
to discuss the various issues that are vitally imrortant to
each of you and to the Bureau. Thank you for your truly
diligent efforis. 24
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SUMMARY STATEMENT, JANUARY < MpoSTUM?

William E. Tarrants, Director

Office of Safety Manpower Development
Hational Highway Safety Institute
National Highway Safety Bureau

I would like to review briefly for you some of the high-
lights of the symposium in which you have participated for
the past three days.

The purpose of the symposium was to report the progress of
selected pertinent programs in driver education and training,
and, utilizing the experience and cooperation of represen-
tative commercial driving school administrators and instructors,
to contribute to the effective implementation of recent
research findings in this field. Whether the National

Highway Safety Bureau has succeeded in achieving this

objective, perhaps only you can tell us. We hope that tne
immediate goals of the symposium have been achieved and that
perhaps some long-term benefits will be rcalized as well.

We began on Sunday evening with a briefing for the presentors,
the eight seminar leaders, and the recorders.

On Monday rorning, Dr. John Kennedy, Vice-President, Institute
for Educational Development, welcomed you officially to the
symgosium and outlined our goals and objectives.

I reviewed for you the history, scope, and mission and
described some of the programs of the National Highway
Safety Bureau, the sponsor of this symposium.

Dr. Robert Filep, Director of Studies, Institute for Educa-
tional Development, and Project Director for this symposium,
reviewed the program, procedures, and ground rules for our
meeting.

1. fThis summary statement is provided to give the reader
an overview of the evente that took place at the Sympocium.
It was presented as a review of the activity for the
Symposium participantg by Dr. Tarrants. He was agsiated
with its preparation by Dr. Earl D. Heath, ¢f the same
agency, who was Contract Manager jor the Sympostum.

25

23



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Dr. William Lybrand of the American University was the first
of four principal investigyators working on the driver educa-
tion evaluation project to report his findings. He indicated
that his group approached the evaluation task from two
perspectives. First, his group conducted its study within

a “systems analysis" framework. Second, they regarded
evaluation of any education and training course to be better
=exrved by objective data, that is, data resulting from direct
measurzment of student behavior rather than by subjective
data resulting from judgments of individuals about student
behavior. His group presented short, intermediate, and
long-range evaluation plans. The short-range plan recommerded
a survey of driver education and training courses, first, to
assess the extent to which learning experiences with high
content validity relative to real-world driving performance
are being included, and sccond, to determine the amount of
superviseld practice which is being given in common and
critical driving tasks. As an intermediate-range plan, his
group suggested a technique to stimulate use of the vast
reservoir of experience in improving driver education and
training programs that lies within the instructors who
corduct them. He suggested that, if we put evaluation
instruments in the hands of teachers cor instructors, they

can be expected to adjust their programs in innovative

and imaginative ways. The long-range plan recommended by

the American University focuses on the development of a
whole-task simulator. One simulator was recommended for

each I'HWA region. The simulator would be placed in a

mobile van, whirh could be used as a continnal evalvation
instrument within each region.

Dr. Gilbert Teal, Vice-Prasident, Dunlap and Associates, Inc.,
reported on his group's approach. The Dunlap projcct was
accomplished in three phases, consisting of a comprehensive
review of the major aspects of driver education, the identifi -
cation and definition of alternative approaches to the
evaluation problem, and the selection of &n appropriate,
economical, and practical short-term plan within the present
and enticipated "state of the art." The recommended evalua-
tion instrument for the short-range prograr is an approach
called Evaluative Criteria, developed by the National Study
of fecondary School Evaluation. A long-term evaluation plan
was not recommended by Dunlap anid Associates, Inc., because

of what it termed the inadequate driver education informa-
tion base in the several states.

During our luncheon on Monday, Mr. Warren Rumsfield, Founding
Prasident of the MNational Professional Driver Education
Association, spok: on the growth of the driving school
industry and presented the case for "multiple standards"

in driver training. He pointed out that, while the driver
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training school industry itself still has not produced
significaent scientific reseirch, it has financed driver
training research co>nducted by the National Safety Council.
He mentioned some oi the misunderstandings which he felt
existed between the comrercial driving schorl industry and
those involved in driver euucation programs of public and
private secondary schools, and expressed the hope that these
misunderstandings can be resolved so that the time and
energies involved can be Spent on constructive activities.

He underscored the pride of his group in its extensive
reforms and improvements made over the past ten years, and
acknowledged that much remains to Le done. Mr. Rumsfield
expressed strong opposition to a "single standard" for

driver education which has been advocated by some secondary
school practitioners. He also questioned what he terued the
"30 and 6 attitude building concept of driver educition” and
the use of various driver education program adjuncts, such

as simulators and driving ranges, as substitutes for actua.
behind-the-wheel instruction. Mr. Rumsfield qucted extensively
from the late Dr. Edward A. Tenney's book The Highway Jung}e?
to reinforce his views on the difference between driver -
education and driver training. In closing Mr. Rumsfield said
that the comwercial driving scrool industry asks only for the
opportunity to serve and to prove that it can do an effactive
job in reducing highway deaths and injuries.

On Monday afternovon, Dr. Robert Chapman, Institute for

EZducc tional Developm:nt, reported on the third of the four
driver education evaluation studies. In approaching its
task, the IED convened a Study Group of nine expert consul-
tants representing disciplines relevant to this field.

This group met monthly tc dev2lop evaluation plans with full
realization of the need for a systems approach to improving
traffic safety and traffic flow. The Study Group concen-
Lrated its attention on one component of the traffic system,
the driver, and upon improving his proficicncy. The group
felt that thyee distinct issues had to be faced in order Lo
develop an arpropriate evaluation plan:

1. What are the driver performance variables
that centribute to effective driving in the
real world?

i. FEdward A. Tenney, The Highwaoy Jungle. New York:
Exposition Prese, 1362.
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(2) To what extent and how can perfor.aance on
these variables be influenced?

(3) Wha™ interventions for influencing driver
proficiency are feasible?

The Study Group identified three alternative evaluation plans
worthy of consideration:

Plan I concerned the quality of the learning
experience provided by the driver education
prograr and focused on the program's "openress"
and capacity to "grow."

Plan II employed a test of driver proficiency,
derived from required real-world behavior by
eXpert opinion, to determine program effective-
ness.

Plan III utilized a validated test of driver
proficiency to examine a broad range of
influences and interventions upon the acquisi-
tion and maintenance of driver proficiency over
the long te m.

For purposes of the evaluation program, fhe Study Group
developed tests of driver proficiency that, in its opinion
represent considerable improvement over tests that are now
available.

The Study Group concluded that its three plans must be
implemented concurrently to provide complementary evaluation
techniques 1f driver preparation programs are to be progres-
sively improved on the basis of adequate empirical evidence.
The group felt that only in this viay can traffic safety be
removed from the realm of folklore. und the necessary
scientific and technical knowlede e brought to bear on the
problem.

Finally, Dr. Leon Brody, Direct of Research, The Center for
Safety, New York University, r«_.orted on the plan for
evaluating driver education developed by his grcup. The
rescarch design suggested takes into account the snany
variables that may influence the effectiveness of driver
education. In this design, preference was given to techniques
relating to accident reduction. The principal investigator
Jeveloped an alternate design that accepts driver education
and training d4s a’.iomatically desirable and then concenttiates
on comparing ditferent kinds of programs by identifying and
measuring student achievement. The alternate design involves

28

26

hagps e e PO e s e e MW e mee  dame MEE ams e W MY oEe W



——

——— ey gt e,

l

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a detailed definition of the driving task and immediate
post-teaching measurements of student achievement.

In commenting on commercial driving schools, Dr. Brody
mention2d that there is l1ittle informaticn on a national
scale, regarding their organization, supervision, and
programs. He speculcted that the development of a
research design for assessing the quality of commercial
school driver training programs migl.t be even more com-
plicated than designs for evaluating high schonl programs
because of the relative iLack of information about the
many variables involved. EKe «¢alled for attention to the
crucial question: "Can the standards recommended for
commercial school programs differ from thoZe recommenced
for high school progrars?"

Dr. Brody stated that:

-~ 7The critical factor in education effective-
ness will reside in instructor competence.

-- Extensive certification requirements for
instructors are not necessary.

-~ Certification requiremernits should include
courses in basic and advanced driver educa-
ticn, plus a fourndations course in methoas
of teachig.

Finally, Dr. Brody statec¢ that there simply cannot be one
best way ¢f ceaching people how to drive. He further
questioned why the number of hours should be fixed for all
courses, in view of existing individual differences in
capacity and background. ie also cautioned against
interrupting current progtams while searching for more
cffective methods of measuring program effectiveness.

Harry H. Harman of the Educational Testing Service, a sub-
contractor for the Nationel Academy of Sciences, reviewed
the first of the follow-on studies to the four driver
education evaluation projects. The Academy of Sciences
project is one of a series designed to provide guidance to
the National Highway Safety Bureau nn the problem of
evaluation in this field. The NHSB contracted with {he
National Academy of Sciences to si/nthesize the information
contained in the four driver edncation repnrts and to
recommend plans for evaluating driver aducation programs
on a national basis. On the basis of the results of this
project and by whatever other means are appropriate, the
Bureau plans to validate and then to implenent evaluation
plans for driver education and training programs. Mr.

29
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Harman reviewed the National Academy of Science's progress
toward accomplishing the five tasks within the general
cpjective of this study. By means of this and future
rasearch, the Burcau is preparing the groundwork for
scientific evaluation of driver education programs and
program elements.

On Monday evening, a panel consisting of Richard Dootson of
California, Thad Rarogiewicz of Ohio, and John Woods of
Massachusetts discussed many of the problems of state
licensing tests and state rules and regulations relating
to comuwercial driving schools. An example of how far we
have to go became evident when Mr. Woods reported that his
state had not yet defined a "commercial driving school” or
a "classroom instructor.”

Later, Don Bruggeman of Ohio discussed problems arising out
of contractual agreements between commercial driving schools
and public secondary schools t¢ provide instruction in the
practice driving phase. He reported that no contract had
yet been cancelled because of vnsatisfactory performance

on the part of the commercial driving school.

Tuesday morning, we invited people who have worked or are
working on projects related to driver education, or training
in geueral, to discuss their findings and observations.

The first of these was Dr. John J. Conger, Vice-President

of the University of Colorado, who talked about the "state
of the art"” of research in driver education. He reviewed
for us much of the non-government sponsored research in the
field. One of the most important of his observations was
that preexisting personality characteristics might serve

as a selective factor in driver education, and thus should
be controlled in one way or another in studies of driver
education program effectiveness. Other significant
observations he presented supported the fact that reputable
studies indicate that accident and violation rates may be
influenced by exposure (miles driver per year under vaiious
driving ccnditions), age, sex, socioeconomic status, educa-
tion, intelligence, and other variables. Dr. Conger made
some suggestions on how these variables could be controlled.
He also cautioned us about speaking of the trained driver
versus the untrained driver. He stated that these terms are
not precisely accurate. Finally, he called for us to avoid
clichés and myths, and, worst of all, the bland perpetuation
of obvious error. In closing, Dr. Conger stated that we all
face a challenge and a responsibility to exercise all the
ingenuity we can muster to learn more about the nature of
the human-task interaction that is driver education, to
Gevelop ways of improving it, and to investigate its effects
in a reliable and valid manneor.

sJd
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Dr. Robert Gagnf of the University of California at Berkeley
discussed "Modern Learning I'rinciples and Driver Education,"
He reviewed the components 2f the complex task of driving

a motor vehicle effectively and discussed the varieties and
the cumulative nature of learning. Effective instruction,
according to Dr. Gagne, can be viewed as & matter of

1) identifying both terminal and component skills, and

2) settinyg up reasonable conditions under which these skills
can be learned. The limits of lecturing and simulation for
imparting selected knowledge and skill increments were
stressed.

Dr. Gilbert Teal, vvho on Monday had discussed the driver
education and training project for which he was principal
investigator, reviewed in detail thac part of his investiga-
tion pertaining to the survey of commercial. driving schools.
On the basis of tnis survey he concluded that: some 2,200
commercial driving schools employ a probable 12,000 iastructors,
maintain an estimated 11,300 driver training cars, and teach
somewhere in the neighborhood of one and three-guarters
million people each year. Dr. Teal reviewed the types of
services provided by these schools; the length of time
they have been in business; information on student load,
age, and sex distribution; the hours of instruction; and
information on training aids and teaching techniques. He
also presented information on instructors, classroom topics
. . covered, the range of instruction included in the practice
i driving phase, methods of program evaluation, and state
regulation and control of commercial driving schools. This
survey helped fill the void in published material on the
! subject of commercial driving schools in the United States.

o w

Dr. Robert Brenner, Deputy Director, National Highway Safaty
Bureau, pr2sented the luncheon address orn Ttvesday. He
l identified the work ©of the commercial driving school industry
as par” of a unified approach to reducing highway crashes.
However, te 13aid that some very tough questions must be
asked and :swered with regard to hcw much of our resources
can be invested in driver education. Dr. Brenner stated
that the modification of driver performance Is but ore way
of reducing highway crashes and that driver education is
but one way of modifying driver performance. He said that
driver education must comp:cte with other countermeasures for
limited available resources. All highway c¢rash counter-
measures must pass the test of effectiveness. The mission
of the National Highway Safety Bureau is highway safety; no%
education as suth. Thus, the NHSB is not evaluating driver
education as an educational enterprise, but as a highway crash
countermeasure, The NHSB is interested in obuying the most
effective .'ountermeasures available, whether they relate to

L
ERIC lC -



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

crash prevention (e.g., driver education), or crash sur-
vivability (e.g., seat belts).

Dr. Brenner stated that driveil education is necessary, but
that there are many unsolved questicns associated with it,
whether it is taught in the public or private secondary
school or in the commercial school. It is an area which

has been replete with tradition, but which lacks supportive
scientific evidence. 1In establishing priorities, the NHSB
gave high priority ratings to those highway safety programs
and program elements which have demonstrated their effective-
ness and to those which are associated with foundation
building activities. Conversely, low priorities were
assigned to those program el~ments which largely had tradi-
tion supporting their effectiveness. A ceiling has been
imposed on states with regard to the amount which can ke
spent on driver education. This does not pertain i{o
research in driver education, however. Unhappily, at this
time, there is no research that will permit a "yea"” or "nay"
as to its effectiveness. Dr. B:'enner said that it would e
interestiag to see how graduatez of commercial driving school
programs shape up when compared to graduates of other programs.
But, before this can be done, it will be necessary to agree
on objectives and to develop appropriate evaluation instru-
ments. He cited driver licensing as one measure of driver
education program effectiveness and also as a contributor to
the education process. Finally, Dr. Brenner cited the need
for more opportunities for information flow such as has been
provided by this symposium.

Following Dr. Brenner's presentation, Mr. H. B. Vinson, Past
President, National Professional Driver Education Association,
discussed the problems of commercial driving schools. He
cited some of the difficulties faced by cperators of commer-
cial schcols over the years, and identified those problems
which have been resolved as well as some of those for which
soluticns are yet to be found. Mr. Vinson read excerpts from
various legyislation and other literatur: citing what he
described as unscrupulous practices on the part of some

state agencies, along with other excerpts which were presented
as examples of practices which are discriminatory against
commercial driving schools. The instances cited by Mr.
Vinzon described such diverse subjects as the sale of used
diriver training cars as "new" vehicles, and the lack or
adequate public liability coverage for students in some
public school programs. Mr. Vinson reviewed at length the
efforts of the National Professional Driver Education
Association during the time whic¢h preceded the passage of

the highway safety legislaticen in 1966, and the actions

taken by the commercial driving school industry tc assure
that the commercial schools are not aiscriminated against.
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On Tuesday evening, we heard presentations by Fletcher Platt
of the Ford Motor Company, who described the Highway 3ystems
Research Car Study; Harold Smith, of the Driver Improvement
Institute, Inc., who discussed selected elements of the
driving system which he developed; and Alfred Finch of the
Naticnal Safety Council, who discussed and demonstrated the
use Of closed circuit television in a vehicle in traffic and
some of its exciting possibilities.

Almost eight hours were made available to the seminar groups,
for the purpose of defining and discussing their most critical
problems and developing recommendations for resolving these
problems. During these sessions, from what I have observed
and from what others have told me, there was considerable
input from informution received from the formal presentations
preceding the seminar sessions.

I have been very favorably impressed with the attention you
have given to the speakers, with the interest and enthusiasm
you have displayed during two and one-half very long cays,
and with the meaningful guestions which you have posed for
our speakers. The speakers have exprzssed to me their
appreciation for your responsiveness as an audience.

As I said at the beginning of this summary, only you can
tell us whether the objectives of the symposium have been
achieved. We hope that they have been. We intend this to
be the first in a series of similar symposia with the
objective of establishing and maintaining comm.nications
among the research community, the National Highway Safety
Bureau, the various professional organizations, and the
practitioners iii the field of public and private secondary
and comnercial school driver education and training.

Thank you for your many contribuiions to our program and
for coming to our meeting.

Best wishes for continued success in your highway safety
effort.

ERIC »
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SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER FOR DRIVER EDUCATICN

Tewny 1. Bertone

Betwser. Juns 1967 and October 1968, Boor, Allen & Hamilton undertock a study for the Nstinnsl Hicaway
Safety Buresu to examine the task of staffing state highwny safety programs, This paper teports the work
of that stuly ss it applies to Griver education.

The shucy desis primarily with state grovernment employees requiring technical knowledgs uniquely relevant
to carrying out highway safety programs >nd for whom speciaiized, formal training s required. Several
job titles normally ocutside stats government erployment systems sre exam{ned, including those of Driver
Education Taacher and Driver Pducstion Supervisor. Personnel «f cormercial driver education achools are
completely excluded.

Empirizel cata for the study was gathared Ln flald visits to al) 50 states. Bssed upon Jdats accumulated
in the states, }§ safaty specislist job titles are ldsntified. Including & pertaining to driver education,
For each safety apecislist job title ilentified, s job description is presented anu estirates of required
manpower are provided by ysar from 1968 to 1977. Three estinates a provided for each joli- title, Orne
entimate was obtained directly from state officiale during fleld visits. The other two, a realistic
saximum and a realistic minimum sstimate, are snalyticsl alterpatives developed ’ndependent., by Booz.
Allen & Earilton staff.

The atudy estimates manpowsr rescurces svallable to &taff highway safety programs and analys:s obstacles

to sdequate staffing. It concludes thst, for BOst highway safety programs, fulfiilment of minimum
requiresente by 1977 seems to be a reasonable expectation. rulf‘.lgunt of maximum regquiremente veems
doubtful. Bowever, for driver education, difficulty may even be erperienced in filling minlaum requirerants
becsuse of incrassed entry education tpecificstions.

The etudy concludes by s.7gesting seversl actions thst states ma, take tO 2snure adequate staffing of
highvay safety progrars, including driver education.

EYMUATION OF DRIYE® ¢OUCATTON -. TELLING IT A5 IT 15
Leon Brady

1. Performance of any tssk sust be learned.

2. Thersfors, debating the need for driver edu tion. whatever lt. niture, is purely scedemic--a tempest
in a teapot.

3. There i3, ta date, no incontrovertible evidence of a sclentific naturs that driver #lducation hsr or
has not reducad highwey asccidents.

4. The problem that does exist le how to accommodate driver sducation $n educationsl ysters, pudlic ang
private.

5. Another grodlam is how to immrovs the Structure of such prograri, continuslly, so ss to irprovs the
qualicy and efficiency of learning.

6. Guidslines toward the latter objective are orasently derived largely from subjective recoewendstions
of srparienced instructionsl perscnnel.

7. Becsuse of the coBplexlty of the traffic ssfety problam ss s result of the = 1,y variables invelved,
the potantial of exparimentol or quasi-experimantal studies t¢ provide bases for guid~lines remsins
undetsrmined, and th.ar 44 llkely to be the cass for some time to come,

PLAN FOR CRITICAL APPAAISAL OF OREYER EDUCATION PROGRAMS
Robert 1, Chapmin
:l;e instisute for FAucetionsl Development convened nine expsrt cnnsultants, tepresenting re evan

t
plines. to devilop a plan for the Kational Righwsy Safsty Buresy for svaluating the - .fectivensss of
current or proposed driver education and training progr 2s.

Three ia hi1d to be faced:

: What are driver perforrance varisbles thst contributed to effective drivirg in the real vorld?

’ 70 what estent and “ow c’n perforrance un these viclables be influenced?
. Mhat interventions to influence driver proticiency sre feasihle?
The Study Group ldentified thres alternstive svaluarion plans worthy of consideration:
Plan 1t Bvsluating Program Charscterist.cs. This plen concerns the qx:-lity of the lesrning
:;p!;r;‘n’?: provided By ths pr.4ram and focuses on the prograa’s *openness® snd capacity

Plan II: Evalueting .‘river Proficlency. This plar amplcys s tes: of ¢river proficlency. derived fror
required real-world tehevior Ly expert opinion,

Plan 1111 Valldating Progrem Effe-tivaness. This plan utilises ¢ valldsted tast of &river rrof clecy
To sxapine a brosa -angs of Influences. and Lrtarventions, upon the scquisition and
maintenance of driver proficlancy ovar tha long term.

the rasult of comparing ths tenelite and shortcomings: and the short- and lony-tarm iplicstions of

h of the Pland, ths $tudy Creup concluded thet the thrse pls not independrnt spproaches to
svalua‘.ng driver preparstion programs but ars corplementary, | ve Phases of an oversll, integrated
|v|luntlo?lplln. Ths Btudy Griup therafors reccemended that Plane I, II, nd I11 be iwplemunted
concurrently.




RESEARCH [N DRIVER EDUCATION
John 3. Conger

Mounting natioral concern with motor vehicle deaths and 2isabilities has brought ali elements of tqe
highway safety scene under increasingly sharp scrutiny, including the effectiven2ss of driver education
programs. [In the past, these prcjrama have been justified tc the public 'argely in terms of studies
presumably inilcating their effectiveness in markelly reducing acciderts and, to a lesser extent,
violationa. (fowever, many of these studies wers lacking in adequate scientific controle for the poseible
inflyence on #zcident and viclation rates of factors other than driver educatf n lteelf. More cecent
aid better conirolled stud ave genarally faifed to find significant evidence for the effectiveness of
current driver education § ogrars in reducing accidents and violations. Implications of these findings
are reviewed.

Queatiols releting to appropriate goals for driver education programs, methods of improving driver education
procedures. and probless of conductirg research in this field are discussed »lso.

CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION IN A MOBILE VEHICLE IK TRAFFIC

P fred L. Finch

Following the principles of micio-teaching being rsed effectively at the universjty level in teacher
preparation, a system was designed to use the propertles of instant pl.yback to measure driving performance.
The presentation consists of & report of the feaaibillty study desigred by the Motor Transportation and
Resesrch Departx ~*s of the National Safaty Council as conducted by co-investigutors Lynn Yeazel and
Frazier Darron 5f tne Univermity of wisconsin under contrasct to the wNational Safety Council.

The ¢aport includes a discussion of the operating properties and characteriatics of closed circuit
television uaing mobile power. It alwo repcorts the study design to measure the feasidbility of video

tap- playYack.

Conclusions an’ discussions of possible uses of mobile closed circuit television in driver training and
driver improvement follow the conclusions that Lt is feagidle to use CCTV to measure driving performance,

KOBERN LEABNING PRINCIPLES AND CRIVER EDUCATION
Kobert M. Gegné

Even from a rurface viewpolnt, being a good automcbile driver 1s evidently a complex affslr. It surely must
include the following components:

1. Moving the vehicla at near-zero speeds in varlous directions and into sp<-es of restrited
dimenzions.
2. Moving the vehicle st moderate to high speeds in a manner which follows certaln exter

1eference “tracks,” such g9 those of road edge, inciuding going around corners and c .

3. Driving on roads and highways contalning other vehicles, people, or objects, in such a manner as
to svoid collisions

1. Executing signals, braking, and other acts whose eflect is to sid the progress and safety of
o*her Arivers and vehicles.

5, In moderate to high speed driving, responding to unpredictable events by carryind ovt proper
actions and emergency procedures,

6, ¢ rrying out procedures which are legally prescridbed. regarding such a <8 as speed control,
stopping at intersections, signalling, psrking, and many otherse.

1f good 4:iving 14 eich a complex matter, One surely must svoid, first of all, iny assumptlecn thet there is
some single e3uerca %0 ft. One cannot say realistically, good driving is “rezily” a matter of proper
funiarental s¥ills, or a matter of proper sttitudes, nothing more. On the contrsry, 9ood driving 1w sll
thrse things. The skills and attitudes relevant to each one of them must be learned. None can be omitted.

Var{eties of Luznlni. Ore of ths idess from the field of lesrning resesrch which « .n usefully he applied
tc the problem sf driving Instruction is that there ars different varieties of lear lng, each leading to
8 different kind of canadbility, and esch rejuiring 3 different set of insiructionsl conditions (Gt e,

196%: 1767), If co~pecant A iving lg a complex mater, then it should be possible to reduce this corplexity
by fd=ntifytny the Aifferent types of lesrning thst sre Involved {n the separste kinds cf performance
required.

The Cumujative Nature of learning. There (8 still another characteristic of the 1. rning process which e
profitably Fe taken into count in designipy instriction for suts driving. This is the curulative natur.
of lesrning eifects. Py this ls meant the fact that ledrning not only establighes capabilitias for
carrying out wpecific periorrmances on the part of the lesrnar, but in each such irstance it also pravides
a regidue--a potentiality for positive transfer to further learning.

Iratruction. Designing effeccive instruction for drivins can thus be viewed ss a ratter of first, i1len-
t11y3ng both termiral and rorporent pkills. and second, serting up ress-nable cond.tions under which they
cen le lesrred. ~he right conditions for instruction are going to vary with the nature of what is teing
learned.

The total sim of driver education and tiaining remairs one of having the student learn ail <f the skills

and techniques he needs to be s gocd driver. FPresurably, this mears that a guitable v ~iely cf in-
str-.tions) conditions must be Zealgred snd used,
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TOMARD A COMPREYENSIYE PLAN FOR £YALUATION OF DRIYER EDUCATIDH AND TRAINING PROGRANS

Harry N. Hersan

An interesting approsch to devising mesns Of aveluating driver education progrars is recounted first., This
involves all five papers of this session of the Eymposium fhen follows the rpecific charge of the protect,
namely, the selection znd/or synthesis of previously reco nded tethniques, or the introductica of new
methods, for the development of natiorwide voliation plans for driver education and training programs.

The work on the project Fas not yet been complatsd, so nbviously it is not pomsible to disclose the contents
of a report that doec rot exist. However, our approach and scme u! our considerations for evaluation of
driver educstion are prescnted. These cover procedurel that be developed and implemented in the next
year or two as well as euygestions for longer range, and neceasarily le specific, planning. In the short
tem, esphasis probably should be placed on careful anslysls of the driving task and clsarer dsfinitions of
the objectives of driver education; the evsluation must, perforce, be based on program content rather than
individus]l driver performance. Any long-teru activity should provide reseazch opportunities, including
sdvanced scientific and tazhnical means, that hopefully can lead to mesningful operational evsluation
procedures. Seversl different ways of looking at tha long-teim plan are considexed. The strategy of the
total eva tion plan involves an fterative principle wheredy inputs from thes Bhort-term activity would
suggest idegs to be tested, and interim results from the long-term activity would modify and improve earlier
operational instruments and procedures.

As & genersl principle, any propossl for evalustion of driver educatisn ard treining pr-,rams must be
sufficiencly specific to provide a clear quide as to the course to fcllow, but genarai encugh to allow
sufflcient degrees of freedom for tne investigator %o be able to work effectively, including the exploration
of some unforeseen ave: 1t should not be implled that the plana under development are unalterable.
Quite the contrary; becsuse they are still in s formative state, suggestions or reactions «t this Symposium
will have influence on our final recommendations.

DRIVER £OUCATION TODAY AND JOM'RROM
Narman Key

Following tentative beginninge in eafety education from the 1920's through the World wWar Il pericd,

driver education courees have muitiplied, with sttendant concern for mure and better teacher preparation

as well az for legislative and financial eupport. Educators have developed criteria for determining the
nature of the components and the frocedures comprising driver educstion courses. They have organized at
state and neticnal levels to serve the professional prrpcse of enhancing the learner's experience in driver
education. 1In addition to industry mupport for the program, 25 etates provids special funding, with
Tederal eources 1ow beginning to contribnte.

Although research findings have been Lnconclusive In showing specific sccident reductions. geinc in program
effectiven cin be expected to result from better definitlons of taske tc be learned as we)l se from
articulating txsffic esfety ins'.ruction in the esrly yesrs with secondery school dreiver education courses.

Urgently needed are applications of the outcores of interdieciplinary endesvern to the lesrning tasks
sssociated with the context of man, machine, snl highway environment, Looking shead, these endesvors need
to focua on teaching about alcchol Bn traffic sefaty, about human limitaticna in light of high-speed
highways with built-in inadequacies, and a‘out such physical phenomens as hydroplaning.

Educators will need to move toward the high utilization of medis and the better deployment cf tesching
perscrnel (including master teachsrs wnd paiarrofessionals), as well as towszd careful experimentstion sich
a3 with conputers in clssarooms and possibly als” in homes--experimentation simed at achleving grester
instructionsl affectivens=ss in the 1570's for t'e more thar. 4 wmillion boys and girls who will need the very
best preparstion we can give them througt. Sriver and traffic ssfety educaticn.

ORIYER EDUCATION AND TRAINING: EYALUATION REQUIREMENTS AND SUGGESTED PLARS

Will1am A. Lybrend

The cationals ie developed that reai-world driving performance proficlency must be utilited as the scurce
of the "yeard-stick® for driver rducatiop and training "pay-off® sveluation.

On t'ie baais, thram requirements for eound evalustion are derived.

1. A reformulation of drivar education and treining Inmtructicnel objectives fn tecmas of driving
performance proficisncy. .

2. Davslopment of new “intermediate® performarce proficiency criterion measures which can be used in
experimental evaluatlion etudies, 31 opposed to ex post fagto accident studies.

Y. To validate the inte.mediste criteria, development of refined and improved "ultisate criterion®
redsures, reflecting » continuuws of driving performance from low to Mgh proficliency, Including,
but not limited to, improved accident date collection.

On the basis of a driving performance snalysis, conducted within ths context Of & systema 3pproach to ean-
sachine task Analysis, a sst of instructional objectives sre formulsted for svaluation studies. These

nersl instru- onal aim iimited to prepsring the student for ent. into the motor vehicle
limited to worid driving perforsance
during the fire® five ys ablin: ins.ructionsl objectives which

expha ise driving pioficiency in common mnd criticsl é&riving s and k.tustions, tha Rnowledge required to
ganeralize this proticisncy to nev and different &riving situstions, snd the goinirg of personal sstisfaction
in deiving proficlently.

Froa this frame of refersnce, the following evalustion plans e sujgented.

1. tong-san r Development and velidation of ¢ whole tssk, Closed-loop, high fidelity performance
rollchn urepent simulator, with visual and motion cue capabilities, one tor each FEA reglon,
Eo be un§ in prograna ol experimental "pay-off” evsluation studies.

2. Intermediste~.ange Plan: Devalcpment of standardised low cost fleld-performance tests of high
content velldlty, with carefully-constructed rating-scales and instrumented vehlicl for part-
task proficiency messurement, for use on closed sections of public roadways, off-street ranges.
snd even parking Iots.

1. EMorte-range Plan: Survey of &rivar educstion snd treining courses for 'intrinsic® evdluvation of
fhe content valldity of lesrning experiences being offered, snd the extert tn v ich fra-ticum
delving opportunitisd sce offered.



THE MIGHWAY SYSTEMS RESEARCH CAR STuODY

Fletcher N Platt

The Pighway Systems Research (HSR) Car, ceveloped by Ford's Traffic Safety and Kighway Improvem:nt
Department, on the outside locks like #ny other Mercury convertikle. But cn the inside ft has an array
of electronic equipMent, sensors, counters. and 8 gold-plated steering wheel that can pick up the drivar's

stress and pulse.

Senscrs are connected to a 20-:hanpel ragnetic tape recorder in the trunk of the car.
porarammed 50 *he tape can te fed Sirectly 'nto & computer for analysis of irportant characteristics cf
the driver in controlling the car and the mot: ne of the car on the road. Thus, bth rhe physiolocical
characteristics and the #kill of the driver in varicus traffic, road and weather conditions are recarded

The recorder 1s

and evaluated.
The

Since Novemper 1467, the !3SR Car has been used for s nurmder of researcii projects acress the country.
f£i-st production unit nuw h been installsd into a 136% model Mercuiry Marguis co-.2rtible by Chesajeake

Systems Corporation, the ~ompany now manufscturifg tle equipment.

Among orcarizations participating in the use of the HER Car have been: Insurance Corrany cf ! rth irerica,
Fennsylvanis Deparetmert of Ingtruction, Ncrth Carclina State University, Texas A & M. Uriversity of

California (UCLAY}, and Iowa State University.

By 17vitation from the White House Secret Service, the KSR Cer was empil yed in a special driver evaluation
rrocram last January (1968}, which includel a selected rurber of Secr.t S-.yi=a cersan-: ",
For 1969, Fcrd plans to carry out certain in-corpany studies, loan th: -ar for =e!l.ited research by

doctoral candidates, and offer & lease plan for funzed proechs,

tes are developing plans to purchase or lease HSR egquipment fcr Jriver education and drivs:
Another State is proposing to evaluate the effects ¢f certain drugs on night vision.

Several s
licersing rescarch.

In a recently completed contra~t for the Xational Bighway Safety Brreau, headed ty the Irstiturs §_r
Ed.cational Develspmenc. the HIR eJu.pMent was r.commended for evaluatiuvn of driver efficiercy and validation

of procram effectiveres:
THE CASE FOR WULYIPLE STANDARDS FOR DRIYER TRAINING

sfiele

Y¥erren E.

There are 8t least two b = philcsopnise used in driver training. The philoscphy ¢m 1 ~1 by *he profes-
sional driver training schools {ir physical, prectical, and unacademic, Its aim is zm: <o dev.lop sxills
and habjts vhich can make it yossibie to move . vehicle from one point © another wit™: '+ !oconing {nvolved
in a collision, It does not claim to {afluence the character, citizenship, or the scul ~f (he student. It
renounces the superficial, the trivisl. rte self-evident, and the ir.elavant. 1In 2 cosgested scream of fast
flowlng traffic, the trained eya and the tutored foot count most hesvily. The professioral Echonl insists

upon allowing f3r Individual differences between students, feeling that some may need only a few hourm of

behlnd-the-whesl instruction, others may need 10 times as much.

The philosophy amployed by the high schools 18 splritusl, theoreticsl, complex, and rcademlc. IX gssumes
that the stud xnows far less than ha actually does. It is the "proper aviitnde ar citixership philosophy”
whlch says that sccidents are cau‘ed by bad pecple being bad, #nd safety is sreated by g.od r:cple baing
good., Civic virtue, moral conduct, charaster, and perhaps even mental discrders can be greatly influenced
for the Letter in *30 and 6" hours of driver education with s "properly qualified® teacher.

Recent lations by researcrers as reported in many studies ard st the Xational Driver Fducation § Training
Symposium 8t Oakbrook, Illircis, or. December 1 - 4, 1968, Pave demonmirated the failure of trs philoscphy

employed by the high schools.

Yet, in spite of the failures of the high schools, their 1ea” ru are sttampting to impose their Philosophlied
ard andards upon the pro¥ ional driving schools. A1l this in the nam: of *a single stardard™ which is
apparentl/ Supposed to have aome m rit because it is "single,” even if it lacks osther positizc qualiijes.
The professional driving 8chools {naiat upon critically reviewin, the "sirgle standard® to wtich they are
suppcsed to submit. Certeinly 1f one fa expected to buy a package he is entitled to examire the merchandiss
ard to compare it with corpeting items svailable,
The case for multiple standards is o8 sinpls as this: Sc long as we have one aet Of standards which is

! failing, ve'd ba rather foolish to put all our eggs in this one bas?st. The hest way t> £ind a system which

i\ will produre fe Arfvers is to explore am many avenues posaibles not just one or two, but possibly
sevarsl approsches are worthy of study. Who 18 to deny that perhaps the professlonal driving schools are on

I he right track? Certainly not those who are thewmselves on the wrong track.

gcne interested in treffic sefety to seek effective w tu create safe and effici nt
es srnd spproaches which have slrea-y bren praven

new drivers Every hand is needed and only the philosop
erronecus should be rejected. The professional driving schools sre eager to serve and cooperste in all

They atk cnly to be spared from the "single wtendard® ronsense.

It now behooves ever

effores,

. ANOTMER APPROACH TO ORIVER TRAINING

Hereld L. Smith

i The Spith Bystem can be described as "tha ultimste in defensive driving ® Yet it is the moct pasitive
~ approsch to protecting yourself from the irregulsr and inconristent sctionn of other motorists, Rither
;‘ than count on indefinite series of reactions to the unanticipated mo\ements of others, the “with System
-j pro-ides you with a practical working forwuls to follow, x positive plen for your own driving patter~
‘}, when you follow the Smith Systen, in {te spirit sand letterz, you will discover 8 new state of mind:

_:‘;4 slert--yet calm snd relaxed for the task of Adirecting your own vehisle.
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DRIVER EDJCATION AND TRAINING

Gildert E. Teal

Durlap's research praject was accomplished {n ihree phases: a comprehensive review of the major aspeccs of
drlver education; the idsrntlfication and definition of alternative appraaches to the evaluation problem:

and the selection of an appropriste, economical, rractical, and ranajeable short-term plan reasinably within
the present and antlcipated *state of the art.”

The primary conclusions of the study can be

unmarized as follows. Accident ast:'istics, as they are
presently maintained on a state-by-state bas e lnappropriate for meaningful evaluation research in

the area of driver -ducation., Little progress been made in idercifying those characteristics which
contribute to maki , a driver education program “"good” or whose omission or irsufficiency mak: a program
"lacking.” It would seem Lo be inadvisahle, from the standpoint of evaluating ‘river education, to contir e
the trend toward using nore and more phidticated statistical rnd system analytical techniques to study

accident experience, until the date base is vjqraded to a cumparable 1zvel of scphisticatfon. This step was
considered the firat step of a ong-range” program effort.

Dunlap’s short-range solution to the evaluation prodlem sccepts tha status quo; its long-rangs prop.-al
anticipates a pore Wtoplan statfatical workplace, with the first step being a major improvemz.t in the
sratistical data baae, s

The recoxmended evaluation instrument for the short--ange program is an approach called “Evaluative Criteria®
developed by the Wational Study of Secondary Schoo! Evaluation. It has already been field-teated for the
past seven years, a7d i{s alrealy an accepted part of the evaluation procedures for mTost Becondary school
systems throughout the country. It has many advantages, most lmportant of which (s fta flexibility. In a
8lightly mdified form it can also be used for evaluating programs of commercial schools, violator schools,
and adult classes. Modification ard refinements can be accomplished easily and with minimal cost. The

study outlines a pilot experiment to test the proposed evaluation instrument on a variety of programs.

TRE SURVEY GF COMMERCIAL SCHOOLS
Gffbart E. Tes!

Dunlsp and Assoclates, Inc., undidr conlract to ths U.S. Department of Transportatlon, recently completed
a study directed st developing methods and plane for evalusting the sffectivensss of current or propoaed
driver educitional prograns. The thrust of th study was based on the establishment of the broadest
possible {nformation tase on che “state of the art” of driver educsticn and driver education programs.

Despite the obvious fact that s audbstantial pyoporticn of each yesr's driver educated population is trained
by commercis) driver traininy schools, little coicesning the nature or scope of thin training was feund to
?# documented. Neither have the roles And contributions of commercial achools been adeguately recognized,
In order to fill this {nfermstior .ofd at least partially, a separate stu#y was conducted to:

- Provide infc: ation oa the services, capabilities, practices, and policiea of the commercial

driver traini-g school {nduatry.

Examire exis" 1~ and proposed state legislation regarding the regulation ard supervision of
commercial 8 o 1 programe, particulerly it rwlsted to quailty control.

Sitve - tre sutricula of cormercial schools snd review svaluation technigues presently employed
by ate es a-1 achoole.

- I&entify data <ea on commercigl achool programs.

Levelop a data bale from which guidelinea 857d recommendations could be generated for
considers "on and f.cluslon into the overall evsluation scheme.

The primary data gatheriny te-“niques employed in the atudy were questionnairs iurveyy and visits

Two gusstionraire surveys were conducted. The first involved the distrldution of a projram deacription
questionrafre ¢+~ 2 r°5 commercial schools throughout the tnited States. This survey yleided about a 16
percent return. T cond was 8 survey of atate regulations and policies regarding commercisl driving
schools. Useable ©  was obtsined from 48 ex, To supplement the data obtsined through these surveys,
visitatiors wers rade to nurerous commercial schools, state departmeénta, and ssfety research centers by
the projact staff.

As the result of the - information qetlieri.g efforts, considerable data were mmasaed which describe the
nature and scope Cf pervices presently provided by commerclal &riving achools., Additionally, the data
served &3 the basia for recommending an evaluatfon system which §< equitable x3d appropriste for use with
all types of driv.r education programs Includlng commercisl achoola, aecondary schools, adult snd viclator
programs, and ot’er specisl category schools.

PROBLEMS OF THE COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOLS

K. B. ¥inson

1. rroblerms cf ‘s vioneers.

2. Publicati- 1 cre-ting a bad Image of sl1 driving achools.

3. Automodile mar.facturers’ »ttitudes tomard high schocl driver education prograrms,
4. Car des’ 't :ticipstion in driver edicatlon programi.

3. Latk of unif rsut; in dnsurence requirements for driver t:zaining cars.

€. Truffic .af»ty sct of 19€6.

7. National Saf:ty O~ nci) pudlication of tre Congresaional f{ntent.

8. The Natic-sl Wighway Safety Bureau's attitude toward the romrmercisl driving school.
9. The ain, 'z #': [+ 4 concept for all progrars.

10. The cursa of the "}'+4" course of irstruction.

11. Tre driver lice-se “cncept.

12. Thy fntant of t - Traffic Safsty Act relating to driver education and triining prograre,
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INCONCLUSIVE PROOFS OF PAYOFF IN DRIVER EDUCATION
ANG OTHER CRASH PREVENTION MEASURES

Robert Brenner, Deputy Director
National Highwiy Safety Bu‘eau
Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation

iy bt s AN e

y An engineer with N undergraduate degree in mechanical enaineering
from the University of Pennsylvanis and a doctorate in engineering

Irom the University of Califorais, Dr. Brenner {s an authority on

L engineering and statistical research as applied to tratfic safety

and accident prevention. H.s corollsted field of interest and

experience s in urdan transportation resear.h and land use planning

with emohssis on the interre‘atjonships tetween transportation

planning and social goals of s community

Before assuming his prasent position, Dr. Brenner served ag Sgecial
Assistant tor Traffic Satety Research to the Under Secretary for
Tranapcrtation, Department of Commerce.

Prior to joining tha staff of the Under Secretary, he was the senior
research enginasr ond statistician on the statf of the Inatitute of
Transportation and Traffic Engineeri.g of the University of California
at Los Angslrs During his eighteen years on this assignrent he wag
responaible fur a wide varfety of research and educational projects
related to traffic safety, In addition, he participated in planning
and implementing parts of tha State of Calitornia's continuing Eiva-
. yaar ressarch program in trattic aatety.

Ha hgs sarved gs ¢onsultant to s number of private industrlal groups,
ard on varicua committees of the Highway Research Board. His govern-
ment sssignments have included memberships on the Secretary's (KEW)
Advisory Committas ctn Traffic Safety, and Accident Prevention Panel,
N¥atfonal Institute of Health.

Ha ils # registered protessionsl engineer, A member cf & nurber ef
profassional and honorary societfes, and the suthor oF many reports
and scientific publications related *o the technology of accident
rassarch, anginsering, statistical enalyais of accident data, urban
transpertation, and land uss planning.

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 requires eacn state to have
a highway safety program designed "... to reduce traffic
accidents and deaths, injuries, and property Zamage
resulting therefrom ...." It is for this reason that the
National Highway Safety Bureau was established. Its man-
date is to assist the states to achieve the goal of fewer
traffic deaths and injuries.

The act further provides that to be approved by the Secretary
of Transportation, a state highway safety program must in-
clude comprehensive driver training: it is the only substan-
tive action program so specifically identifie?. Clearly,

the Highway Safety Act envisions driver education and train-
ing as a most important countermeasure to the rising toll of
highway crashes.

However, modification of driver performance is but one of
several ways of apprcaching the problem of reducing highway
crashes. And driver education is but one of several ways of
attempting to alter or control driver performance. The
mandate of the Bureau is not to promote driver education per
se, but to promote iafety through driver education and by any
other measures that will produce the ultimate goal of lives
saved and injuries prevented.

:
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Driver education must, therefore, compete with other traffic
accident countermeasure programs for limited financial
resources. There can be and are no sacred cows in highway
safety. Resources cannot be allocated to activities that
aren't paying off, for there simply aren't enough funds for
those that are producing results, or have this promise. All
activities must, sooner or later, pass the test of effective-
ness. And this test must be in the context of highway
safety primarily, with corollary social benefits being of
secondary importance from the standpoint cf safety resource
allocations.

The mission of the National Highway Safety Bureau is highway
safety, not education as such. Accordingly, it is the
efficacy of driver education as a highway death and injury
countermeasure, not its role in producing better citizens

in the broad meaning of this term, that will largely
determine how much of the safety dollar it will and should
receive.

In a most pragmatic vein, we must buy the greatest savings
in lives with the dollars earmariked for this specific social
goal. And we must do so wherever and however we can --
whether by preventing the occurrence of crashes or by
increasing survival from the crashes that do occur.

. Driver education is a crash-prevention activity; the use oif

seat belts, on the other hand, is a crash-survivability
measure. The payoff of seat belts, occupant restraints, and
other vehicle design improvemr nts that increase survival in
crashes has been established bayond a shadow of a doubt.

The payoff of drive: education is under challenge.

But it is not the only crash-prevention activity whose pay-~
off is under challenge. For example, motor vehicle inspec-~

tion is also in question, as is the role of the traffic courts,

in the uvltimate analysis of lives saved as a result of these
and other programs that traditionally have been part of high-
way safety.

Evidence of substantial payoff in any crash-prevention
activity is extremely difficult to obtain. Unfortunately,
“he failure to obtain such evidence, which I believe is
intrinsic in the nature of accident causation statistics,
can readily lead to such absurd nisinterpretations as

. there is no point in inspectirng brakes to assure
proper working order becausec no one has ever established a
statistically S1gn1flcant correlation between bad brakes and

accidents . . . .
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Driver education is necessary, ard we no more need address
the guestion "Do we need driver education?" than the
guestion "Do cars ne=d brakes?"

But there are many questions yet to be answered on how best
to teach the driving task to teenagers in public schools or
to adults in professional driver training schools.

Similarly, there are as yet many unanswered questions on
brakes: drum vs. disc, 4diagonal vs. conventional, 2-wheel

or 4-wheel &rti-locking systems. Even more difficult, braking
issues have not been resolved on the used motor vehicle.
Brakes must deteriorate with time and use, and abuse. How
much deterioration should be permitted before the society,
through the appropriate motor vehicle inspection standard,
mandates that corrective repairs must be completed before

the vehicle is permitted to uperate again on public thorough-
fares.

And since good driver performance and good vehicle brakes

are only two of many traffic accident countermeasures, how
much should the socicoty invest in them in comparison with the
investments in other countermeasures? If $10 or more is
spent each year on training each of 10 million new drivers,
somebody is picking up a $100 million tab. If motor vehicle
inspection generates $10 extra in brake work each year for
each vehicle in use on public thoroughfares, the total for
the 100 million vehicles in use is $1 billion.

This kind of arithmetic is easy to perform, once the dollar
values of the unit measures are established. It is much
harder, of course, to determine what these dollar values
should be. But the most difficult task by far is to
establish the retuin produced by these unit expenditures and
their aggregate in the context of setting national invest-
ment policy.

In thirf hyper-simplified exercise, I state that " . some-
body must pick up the tab of highway safety . . . ." I make
the statement to emphasize what possibly has been overlooked,
or at least has received very lZittle mention in the context of
the new Federal emphasis on the problem. This is the vast
multiplier effect that the comparatively modest authoriza-
tions for Federal funding under the two long overdue safety
lawr have upon other sectors of the society; on public
agencies, industry, and the all-important individuwal citizean
-- bYoth from the standpoint of his pocketbook and his chances
to live on highways and to let others live to s¢ their safe
arrival at their destination.
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Let me use the case of tire wear to illustrate this multiplier
principle. The Department last year issued a tire safety
standard that requires, among its several provisions, that
when the tire has worn to where its depth of tread is 1/16"
a different ceclor band will appear to serve as a readily
recognized indicat.on of the need fr replacing or retread-
ing the tire. If the value had been set at 1/8", the
additional average operating cost might have increased by
$10 per car per year, with various assumptions as *o mileage
associated with tread wear, cost of tires, and annual miles
driven.

The maximum level of tire wear prescribed by any Federal,
state, or local regulation translates into operations costs
to the motorist as inexorably as poor gas mileage due to
fouled sparkplugs or a badly tuned engine.

And similarly, a Federal standard that calls for doubling the
hours of beliind-the-wheel instruction acccrdingly changes
the investment in driver education -- whoever pays the bill.

Thus, every rulemaking actior, whether directed toward the

vehicle, or the highway, or the driver, must be examined in
the context of the level of investment that will be required
to implement it. For clearly, it is virtually idle to issue
a rule or standard which genarates costs that cannot be met

" with available Federal, state, local, or private sector funds.

With the eractment of the *wo vehicle and highway safety laws
in September 1966, sustained and significant Federal support

became available for the first time. As I stated earlier, this

was long overdue.

But the availabkle funds are far below needs in every aspect

of the ali-out effort and multifaceted provisions of the two
laws. Consider only the Highway Safety Act with its pro-
vision for stron¢ driver education programs being of most
immediate relevance to this symposium. Roughly, about $60
million of Federal support is available in this fiscal year
for grants to states in all hiqghway safety proygyrams, including
driver education. The states have estimated their needs at
approximately $500 million. This means that $1 is available
for about every $)0 of need.

The states further estimate that by 1976 the deficiency will
be in excess of $2.5 billion annaally. Although the Congress
has given every indication o’ increased support, and we
anticipate an increase, it is nonetheless clear that avail-
able funds will always be far below needs.
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This adds up to one word -- priorities. Priorities in
resource allocations among the various activities tha’
comprise a highway safety proaram.

We all have recognized the need to assign prinrities, but
most important, this is also the specific directive of the
Congress. Specifically, the Conference Committee on Approp-
riations of the Second Session, 90th Congress, included the
following directive in its Report No. 1833 on appropriations
of Department of Transportation funds for fiscal year 1969:

"The committee of conference directs that the funds
provided be cobligated only on the most essential and
ractical program activities in the belief that
concentration of funding on fewer programs than are
proposed in the budget will result in more clearly
demonstrable accomplishments.”

A directive of this nature is unmistakably clear. 1In effect,
it calls for learning how the entire field of improving

driver perfor :ance, by whatever means, shapes up as a family
of countcrmeasures, when compared to improvements in vehicle
and highway design, for example; how driver education shapes

up when compared to other ways of improving driver performance.
it forces answers now on how much attention is to be given to
the driver, to the vehicle, and to the roadway; on how the
resources are to b allocated among the several highway

safety program e : eonts.

In accordance with this directive, we developed a schedule
of priorities for providing Federal grant-in-aid support to
states for highway safety activities. The priorities are
designed to place balanced emphasis between program areas
anticipated to produce relatively near-term payoff and
those of a longer-range nature which, however, call for the
development and operation of needed basic data and informa-
tion generation systems. High priorities are assigned to
the immediate payoff or foundation building program areas;
low priorities are assigned to the others.

Scientific evidence, not tradition, should direct the pattern
of these priority assignments as directed by the Conaress

for the public investment in highway safety -- particularly
in light of the vast multiplier effects produced thereby.

Unfortunately, the highway safety field, which is replete
with tradition, is concomitantly lacking in scientific
evidence of p.yoff.

We accordingly chose to assign high priorities to those

program elements that had promise of demonstrable near-
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term payoffs or at least would lay the groundwork or founda-
tion for obtaining such evidence in the near future. We
assigned low priority to those program elements that had
tradition going for them, but little more, in the way of
conclusive evidence nr promise of producing conclusive evi-
dence of payoff.

Driver education was assigned to the low priority group.
There were two basic reasons:

1. Evidence of payoff is as yet inconclusive for
driver education programs.

2. Jperational programs as conducted by states and
local units do not generally provide for rigorous
self-evaluations one year, two years, or twenty
years hence.

The effect of these priority assignments is not to cut off
driver education support. In fact, in terms of absolute
dollar amounts, we anticipate that more support will be
available than ever before because the overall highway
safety appropriations are increasing.

What has been done is to impose a ceiling on the percentage
of the Federal safety dollar that can be used by states on

. driver education.

Furthermore, it must also be borne in mind that this restric-
tion pertains to the level of investment in operational
driver education programs -~ production of trained drivers,
as it were. It does not pei.ain to research in driver educa-
tion. Moreover, we feel that the need for greatly expanded
research in driver education has never been greater. This
position is exemplified by the sponsorship by the Department
of Transportation of this symposium, and by our call for
extensive longitudinal research in driver education, in the
belief that conclusive evidence will not be obtained in some
magical overnight breakthrough.

In effect, the very pragmatic position of the government is

to keep the level of the Federal support in operational

driver education programs under reasonable control while going
all-out with research to obtain better scientific evidence
than heretofore has been available on the overall payoff in
driver education or the differential payoff among alternative
driver education techniques.

Let us not kid ourselves; conclusive scientific evidence is

not widely prevalent on either of these types »f questions.
We have repeatedly asked experts to advise on what the
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allocation of resources should be between behind-the-wheel

and classroom instruction. We have received opinions and,

of course, have taken them into account as the best subjective
judgments of our experts., But even the experts do not agree
among themselves, and none offers conclusive scientific
evidence in support of his position.

We can complicate matters further. Instead of limiting the
inquiry to the simple issue of behind-the-wheel versus
classoom dollar investments, consider some of the startling
new developments that have begun to revolutionize the art of
modern teaching ~- television, electronic teaching labora-
tories, self-instructional devices, instructional packages
of various types, computers, data and data transmission
systems, new library technologies.

what are the criteria for allocating resources among these
devices? Should we put money into them in contrast to
providing better training to the teachers? Possibly the
better investment is to upgrade behind-the-wheel training
to include training students in the handling of vehicles
in skids and other situations of impending loss of control.

And there is the additional intriguing idea that possibly we
should begin to place more emphasis on affecting driver
performance by new approaches to driver licensing -- using
this as an instructional rather than a selection mechanism.

Until the data are awvailable to back up the answers to
qguestions such as these, driver education and other highway
safety efforts will continue to struggle fur support.

Driver education cannot be described as an activity that has
failed to produce payoff in fewer deaths and injuries. If
there has been a failure, it is in there not having bveen
mounted as yet a research effort capable of yielding conclu-
sive answers -- yea or nay =-- on the overall effectiveness
of driver education, oxr on the comparative effectiveness of
alternative driver education technigques.

This field has suffered the blight of the inconclusive
experiment -- the one that is planned, carried out, has its
data interpreted, and then is reported in the literature
although some reflection at the start would have indicaed
that the work as planned couldn't possibly be capable of
producing demonstrable differences. And _he repeated
failures of the program to produce such demonstrations are,
in turn, interpreted as failures to produce results. The
scientist properly reports that the data obtained did not
permit him to reject some null hypothr.is on the effective-
ness of driver education; the layman, an¢ :ometimes even
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fellow scientists, immediately reach the unwarranted conclu-
sion that driver education is ineffective.

Possibly the driver education programs under test were in

fact ineffective. On the other hand, they possibly might

have been effective, but the inconclusive investigation was
incapable of detecting this effectiveness. The reasons for
this possible lack of sensitivity of the investigation to

the phenomena under study could lie in any of the multiplicity
of factors that are well-known contributors to error variance
in any kind of educational research. And the problem is
compounded further when the criteria of effectiveness are
Poisson-distributed accident data.

For years, the highway safety field has limped along with
almost trivial research support. Many of us in this field
have, both in public and private, in print and on the podium,
decried the fact that the field was replete with the self-
fulfilling pronouncements of its experts. In fact, my
earlier statement in this talk is very much in this vein;
repeating it here:

". . . unfortunately, the highway safety field which
18 replete with tradition i1s concomitantly lacking in
seientific evidence of payoff . . . "

And there have been many other statements to this same effect:
"armchair philosophy," "conventional wisdom," "absence of
scientific rigor,"” and so on.

It would be one of the supreme ironies of the day if the
pursuit of scientific evidence of highway safety prodram
effectiveness ler. to the dismemberment of organized highway
safety programs. Figuratively speaking, to throw the baby
out with the bath.

Let me point out that this wculd not be the first time that
inconclusive or inadequate scientific evidence, properly
interpreted by the responsible :scientist but imprecisely
reported, »roduced mere harm than good.

But if gond research that fails to produce conclusive results
in support of driver edvcation is a problem, then atrocious
research that purports to support driver education is a far
nastier problem. Let me make my position clear, therefore,
that we should and must continue to seek better scientific
evidence of program payoffs, that armchair wisdom won't go
far in the assignment of priorities and resources to

driver education.
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However, we cannot overlook the danger inherent in the
misinterpretations of the scientifically sound yet incon-
clusive investigations of driver education.

Instead, we must recognize with complete candor that in driver
education research we are, figuratively speaking, swimming
upstream -- possibly far more than in other areas of research
on how to affect human benhavior. Enormous sample sizes are
needed to test effectively even almost self-evident hypotheses
when the criteria center on accident involvement. Matters
don't improve very much with the substitution of so-called
proxXy measures such as moving violation histories of the

test subjects.

In one investigation that I recall, statistically significant
correlations between static visual acuity and accident in-
volvement did not begin to appear until the sample was in
excess of 15,000 drivers selected randomly from the general
population.

I hardly need take the time here to recite the many factors
that are contributing to error variance in driver education
research:

° the statistical rarity of the accident event,
necessitating long periods of observation
awaiting sufficient numbers of criterion events
to occur

the protahly erroneous assumption of a static
relevant distribution during the course of
this waiting period

personal differences among test subjects

the almost impossible task of rigorous
estimation of exposure to risk

And so on.

These are only some of the reasons why I call for caution
and for realistic appraisals of what can or should be
promised in the way of outputs -- at least short-term
outputs of driver education research.

Inconclusive results are the expected; conclusive results
the unexpected.

But the dangers of misinterpretations of the inconclusive
findings cannot be, in my mind, overemphasized.
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And this danger is not limited to driver education, driver
licensing,and other activities aimed at influencing driver
performance. Considcur some of the safety issues in vehicle
braking performance and tire wear. To the best of my Xnow-
ledge, no one as yet has produced statistically significant
correlations between bad brakes and accident likelihood.

To cite another example, an author in a recent publication
reported no correlation between the condition of the tires
and accident involvement.

Visual acuity, driver education, braking performance, tire
wear: all with low or no statistically significant correlations

. with accident involvement! Despite such data one would hardly

proceed to drive on a freeway with a vehicle whose brakes had
totally failed, or to drive on a rough mountain road in a
vehicle whose tires were worn kald. Nor would one advocate
permitting a blind person to drive, or a youngster who had never
been behind the wheel of a vehicle to venture without any
training whatsoever onto a freeway alone.

All of these are absurd possibilities stemming from the exten-
sion to the limit of conclusive statistical findings of "no
evidence of .:ffect."

Absurdities in the limit, yes. But I do not know when the
operational decision stemming from the accident research
that yields the low correlations changes rfrom scientific
to absurd, if not to the scientist then at least to the
lay public.

Inconclusive results in safety research are the expected;
conclusive results or proof of program effectiveness is the
unexpected or the rare event. We all share the wish that
this weren't so.

But it is so, and will continue to be so until the nation
makes the decision to attack the problem on a research
scale commensurate with its complexity.

In the meantime, I am afraid that many will continue to have
a field day with the inconclusive results -- quoting them
piously or attacking them with spirit, as the occasion
warrants. And not necessarily in a consistent manner, unless
the consistency is limited to self-interest, enlightened or
otherwise.

As 1 stated ecrlier, if for no other reason than that our
resources don't permit it, there can be no sacred cows in
highway safety. No silver bullets, magical nostrums, or
panaceas.
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I do not know, for example, but that we should begin to
reexamine even organizational sacred cows that carefully
compartment driver education, driver licensing, and the traffic
courts system that has to deal with the failures of the first
two.

I believe in driver education. But at this point in time I
believe at least as mnuch in driver education research, for
driver education is in competition in the fullest sense of
the word for the very limited safety dollar.

Paycff evidence, not emotional appeals or heuristic arm
waving, will be required for driver education ro hold a place
in the all-important allocation of resources among competing
countermeasure alternatives for reducing traffic deaths and
injuries. And I am not so sure that it will win with emotional
arm waving. Even if I restrict my alternatives %o the safety
investment by the typical school district, I must ask for

the criteria for investing in the upgrading of driver educa-
tion in contrast to, say, investing in improved maintenance

of school bus brakes.

It wou.Jd be interesting to poll this audience on this simple
question -- more money on school bus maintenance or more
money on driver education, but not both because the money for
both simply is not there.

It would also have been interesting to have polled the citizens
around Huntsville, Alabama, on this same question last April
when a school bus there lost its brakes, went out of control,
and four or five children were killed, others seriously
injured.

It might even be more interesting to poll those same people
near Huntsville on the same question today. For another
school bus there lost its brakes about two weeks ago, and
more children were killed.

No, I am not sure that driver education will do well on
emotion alone.

These are brutally tough investment questions that have to
be attacked with all of the research skills we can command.
They are hot going to go away by themselves.

And if the advocates or opponents of one safety counter-
measure or another choose to ignore such question., I do not

believe that the public or the governm:nt at Federal, state,
or local levels will. At least, not for very lonag.
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DRIVER EDUCATION AND THE COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOL

Robert Brenner1

Deputy Director

National Highway Safety Bureau
Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation

PREFACE

This is the second of the National Driver Education and
Training Symposia conducted by the Institute for Educational
Developmrent under a contract with the National Highway
Safety Bureau. In the first symposium I had the privilege
of addressiilg driver education specialists in the public

and non-public secondary school community. Today, I am
equally privileged to talk to you in the commercial driving
school community.

It is appropriate here to repeat some of my earlier remarks
to the first symposium, and to add some additional perspec-
tives that relate directly to the commercial driving school
community.

But the theme is the same as in my earlier presentation,
specifically, that very tough questions have to be attacked
relating to how much of our resources should be invested in
driver education -- regardless of whether it is accom-
plished in public school systems or in commercial driver
trainirg schools. Driver education must be able to compete
for limited resources with other aspects of a comprehensive
highway safety program, such as motor vehicle inspection.
Factual evidence is mandatory, for emotional arm-waving alone
alone will not justify the case for investing in driver
education or any other activity purported to be an effective
countermeasure to highway deaths and injuries.

1. For tiovgraphical sketch, sce p. 465.
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INTRODUCTION

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 requires each state to have a
highway safety program designed ". to reduce traffic
accidents and deaths, injuries, and property damage resulting
therefrom . . . ." The National Highway Safety Bureau was
accordingly established with the mandate to assist the states
to achieve the goal of fewer traffic deathe and injuries.

The act further provides that to be approved by the Secretary
of Transportation, a state highway safety program must
include comprehensive driver training: it is the only
substantive action program so specifically identified.
Clearly, the Highway Safety Act envisions driver education
and training as a most important countermeasure to the rising
toll of highway crashes.

However, modification of driver performance is but one of
several ways of approaching the p.oblem of reducing highway
crashes. And driver 2ducation is but one of several ways

of attempting to alter or control driver performance. The
mandate of the Bureau is not to promote driver education per
se, but to promote safety through driver education and by
any other measures that will produge the ultimate goal of
lives saved and injuries prevented.

Driver education must, therefore, compete with other traffic
accident countermeasure programls for limited financial
resources. There can be and are no sacred cows in highway
safety. Resources cannot be allocated to activities that
aren't paying off, for there simply aren't erough funds for
those that are producing results, or have iuis promise. All
activities must, sconer or later, pass tha test of effective-
ness. And this test must be in the context of highway
safety primarily, with corollary social benefits being of
secondary importance from the standpoint of safety resource
allocations.

The mission of the National Highway Safety Bureau is high-
way safety, not educatica as such. Accordirgly, it is the
efficacy of driver education as a highway death and injury
countermeasure, not its role in producing better citizens
in the broad meaning of this term, that will largely
determine how much of the safety dollar it will and should
receive.

57

o1



3
a=

In a most pragmatic vein, we must buy the greatest savings
in lives with the dol:iars earmarked for this specific social
goal. And we must do so wherever and however we can --
whether by preventing the occurrence of crashes or by in-
creasing survival from the cvrashes that do occur.

Driver education and training is a crash-prevention activity;
the use of seat belts, on the other hand, is a crash surviv-
ability measure. The payoff of seat belts, nccupant restraints,
and cither vehicle design improvements that increase survival

in crashes has been established beyond a shadow of doubt.

The payoff of driver education is under challenge. And :

might add that the challenge cuts across the board to driver
education in public and non-public secondary schools as well

as commercial driver training schools.

But it is not the only crash-prevention activity whose pavoft
is under challenge. For example, motor vehicle inspection

is also in guestion, as is the role of the traffic courts,

in the ultimate analysis nf lives saved as a result of these
and other proyrams that traditionally have been part of high-
way safety.

Evidence of substantial payoff in any crash-prevention
activity is extremely difficult to obtain. Unfortunately,
the failure to obtain such evidence, which I believe is
intrinsic in the nature of accident causation statistics,
can readily lecd to such absurd misinterpretations as

". . . there is no point in inspecting brakes to assure
proper working order because no one has ever established
statistically significant ccrrelation between bad brakes
and accidents "

PROGRAM PAYOFF

Driver education is nscessary, and we no more need address
the question "Do we need driver education?" than the question
"Do cars need brakes?"

But there are many gquestions yet to be answered on how best
to teach the driving task to teenagers in public schools or
to adults ir commercial driver training schools.

Similarly, there are as yet many unanswered questions on
brakes: drum vs. disc, diagonal vs. conventional, 2-wheel
or 4-wheel anti-locking systems. Even more difficult,
braking issues have not been resolved on the used motor
venicle. Brakes must deteriorate with time and use, and
abuse, How much deterioration should be permitted before
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ths society, through the appropriate motor wvehicle inspection
standard, mandates that corrective repairs must be completed
before the vehicle is permitted to operate again on public
thoroughfares.

And since good driver performance and good vehicle brakes

are only two of many traffic accident countermeasures, how
much should the society invest in them in comparison with

the investments in other countermeasures? If $10 or morzs is
spent each year on training each of 10 million new drivers,
somebody is picking up a $100 million tab. If motor vehicle
inspection gerierates $10 extra in brake work each year for
each vehicle in use on public thoroughfares, the total for
the 100 million vehicles in use is $1 billion.

This kind of arithmetic is easy to perform, once the dollar
values of the unit measures a.2 established. It is much
harder, of course, to deterinine what these dollar values
should be. 3But the most difficult task by far is to estab-
lish the return produced by these unit expenditures and

their aggregate in the context of setting national invest-
ment policy.

In this hyper-simplified exercise, I state that ". . . some-
body must pick up the tab of highway safety . . . ." I make
the statement to emphasize what possibly has been overlooked,
or at least has received very little mention in the context
of the new Federal emphasis on the problem. This is the vast
nultipiier effect that the comparatively modest authoriza-
tions for Federal funding under the two long overdue safety
laws have upon other sectors of the society:; on public
agencies, industry, and the all-important individual citizen
-- both from the standpoint of his pocketbook and his chances
to live or. higchways and to let others live to see their safe
arrival at their destination.

Let me use the case of tire vear to illustrate this multiplier
principle. The Department last year issued a tire safety
standard that requires, among its several provisions, that when
the tire has worn to where its dept* of tread is 1l/:6" a
different color band will appear to serve as a readily recognized
indicatiun of the need fcr replacing or retreading the tire.

If the value had been set at 1/8", the additional average
operating cost might have increased by $10 per car per year,

with various assumptionrs as to mileage associated with tread
wear, ccst of tires, and annual miles driven.

The maximum level of tire wear prescribed by any Federal,
state, or lorcal regulation translates into operations costs
to the motorist as inexorably as poor gas mileage due to
fouled sparkplugs or a badly tuned engine.
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And similarly, a Federal standara that calls for doubling
the hours of behind-the-wheel instruction accordingly changes
the investment in driver education -- whoever pays the bill.

Thus, every rulemaking action, whether directed toward the
vehicle, or the highway, or the driver, must be examined in
the context of the level of investment that will be required
to implement it. For clearly, it is virtually idle to issue
a rule or standard which generates costs that cannot be met
with available Federal, state, local or private sector funds.

PRIORITIES

With the enactment of the two vehicle and highway safety
laws in September 1966, sustained and significant Federal
support became available for the first time. As I stated
earlier, this was long overdue.

But the available funds are far below needs in every aspect
of the all-out effort and multifaceted provisions of the

two laws. Consider only the Highway Safety Act with its
provision for strong driver education programs being of

most immediate relevance to this symposium. Roughly, about
$60 million of Federal support is available in this fiscal
year for grants to states in all highway safety programs
including driver education. The states have estimated their
needs at approximately $600 million. This means that $1 is
available for about every $10 of need.

The states further estimate that by 1976, the defi:iency

will be in excess of $2.5 billion annually. Althcugh the
Congress has given every indication of increased support, and
we anticipate an increase, it is nonetheless clear that
available funcds will always be far below needs.

This adds up to one word -~ priorities. Priorities in
resource allocations among the various activities that
comprise a highway safety program.

We all have recognized the need to assign priorities, but
most important, this is also the specific directive of

the Congress. Specifically, the Conference Committee on
Appropriations of the Second Session, 90th Congress, included
the follow’..g directive in its Report No. 1833 on appropria-
tions of Department of Transpo:rtation funds for fiscal year
1969:

"The committee of conference directs taat the fuids
provided be obligoted only on the rost essential and
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practical program activities in the belief that
concentration of funding on fewer programs than are
proposed in the budget will result in mores clearly
} demonstrable accomplishments.”

[

A directive of this nature is unmistakably clear. 1In effect,
it calls for learning how the entire field of improving
driver performance, by whatever means, shapes up as a family
of countermeasures, when compared to improvements in vehicle
and highway design, for example; how driver education shapes
up when compared to other ways of improving driver performance.
! It forces answers how on how much attention is to be given
to the driver, to the vehicle, and to the roadway; on how
the resources are to be allocated among the several highway
safety program elements.

In accordance with this directive, we developed a schedule

of priorities for providing Federal grant-in-aid support to

states for highway safety activities. The priorities are

designed to place balanced emphasis between program areas
anticipated to produce relatively near-term payoff and

l those of a longer range nature, which, however, call for

the development and operation of needed basic data and infor-

mation generation systems. Hign priorities are assigned to

the immediate payoff or foundation building program areas,

low priorities are assigned to the others.

Scientific evidence, not tradition, should direct the
pattern of these priority assignments as directed by the
Congress for the public investment in highway safety --
particularly in light of the vast multiplier effects
produced thereby.

. Unfortunately, the highway safety field, which is replete
[ with tradition, is concomitantly lacking in scientific
evidence of payoff.

We accordingly chose to assign high priorities to those
program elements that had promise of demonstrable near-

term payoffs or at least would lay the groundwork or founda-
tion for obtaining such evidence in the near future. We
assigned low priority to those program elements that had
tradition going for them but little more in the way of
conclusive evidence or promise of producing conclusive
evidence of payoff.

Driver education was assigned to the lower priority group.

1' There were two basic reasons:
1. Evidence of payoff is as yet inconclusive for
l driver education programs.
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2. Operational programs as conducted by states and
local units do not generally provide for rigorous
self-evaluations one year, two years, or twenty
years hence.

The vffect of these priority assignments is not to cut off
driver education support. 1In fact, in terms of absolute
dollar amounts, we anticipate that more support will be
available th°n ever before because the overall highway

safety appropriations are increasing.

What has been done is to impose a ceiling on the percentage
of the Federal safety dollar that can be used by states on
driver education.

Furthermore, it must also be borne in mind that this restric-
tion pertains to the level of investment in operational driver
education programs =-- production of trained drivers as it
were. It does not pertain to research in driver education.
Moreover, we feel that the need for greatly expanded

research in driver education has never been greater. This
position is exemplified by the sponsorship by the Department
of Transportation of this symposium, and by our call for
extensive longitudinal research in driver education, in the
belief that conclusive evidence will not be obtained in some
magical overnight breakthrough.

In effect, the very practical position of the government is
to keep the level of the Federal support in operational
driver education programs under reasonable control while
going all-out with research to obtain better scientific
evidence than heretofore has been available <n the overall
payoff in driver education or the differential payoff among
alternative driver education techniques.

EVIDENCE ON RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS

Let us not kid ourselves; conclusive scientific evidence on
driver education is not widely prevalent. But driver
education still cannot be described as an activity that has
failed to produce payoff in fewer deaths and injuries. If
there has been a failure, it is in there not having been
mounted as yet a research effort capable of yielding
conclusive answers - yea or nay - on the overall effective-
ness of driver education, or on the comparative effectiveness
of alternative driver education techniques.

We have repeatedly asked experts to advise on what the

allocation of rescurces should be between behind-the-wheel
and classroom instruction. We have received opinions and,
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of course, have taken them into account as the best subjective
judgments of our experts. But even the experts do not agree
among themselves, and none otffers conclusive scientific
evidence iu support of his position.

We can complicate matters further. Instead of limiting the
inquiry to the simple issue of behind-the-wheel versus
classroom dollar investments, we can inquire how methods
used by commercial driving schools compare in effectiveness
with those used by public and non-public secondary schools.

Or we can consider some of the startling new developments
that have bequn to revclutionize the art of madern tea..ing
-~ television, electronic teaching laboratories, self-.
instructional devices, instructional packages of various
types, computers, data and data transmission systems, new
library technologies.

What are the criteria for allocating resources among these
devices? Should we put money into them in contrast to
providing better training to the teachers?

Possibly a better investment than either improved devices
or teacher training would be to upgrade behind-the-wheel
training to include proper handling of vehicles in skids
and other situations of impending loss of control.

And there is the additional intriguing idea that possibly

we should begin to place more emphasis on affe~ting driver
performance by new approaches to driver licensing -- using
this as an instructional rather than a selection mechanism.

Uniil the data are available, there can be no sacred cows
in driver education. This is the unequivocal position of
+he Bureau. BAll reasonable options must be examined care-
fully, and as a corollary, no reasonable option is to be
foreclosed arbitrarily. Far too little is known about the
field and the effectiveness of alternative appioaches.

In illustration, comparatively soon after the legislation
was enactd one state proposed to use non-degree teaching
assistants, so-called "paraprnfessionals," in driver educa-
tion programs in its secondary schoul system. In the face
of strong opposition, the Bureau approved the request and

is watching this program carefully, for clearly the findings
of this experiment carry major implications for other driver
education programs.

Another possibility that has been discussed, although not
acted vpen, relates to using other "paraprofessionals" for
behind-th2-wheel training in driver education programs. It

Q
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is ohvious that a truck driver or taxi operator who drives
hundreds of thousands of miles year in and year out without

an accident knows something about safe driving skills; whether
or not he has a college degree is irrelevant. The relevant
issue is whether he can communicate these skills to student
drivers as effectively as a trained teacher. He might be
better, or he might b2 worse. But a closed mird to

reasonable alternatives is hardly conducive to progress.

The idea is expressed most succinctly in the foilow‘ng
quotation by T. M. Stinnett:

"The free mind is a troubled mind. Only the comfort

of the unchanging mental rut produces complacency.

Only a stagnated or regimented society is an uncritical
soeiety. The quest is progress, for the better way

to human living must always be fraught with doubts and
apprehensions and with the squeamish squeals of those
who liked what they had yesterday, who want co find it
in its accustomed place today and tomorrow."

Neither driver education nor any other important aspect of

highway safety can afford this comfort of an unchanging mental
rut and a resulting complacency.

THE ROLE OF COMMERCIAL DRIVER TRAINING SCHOOLS

But if there are to be no sacred cows in driver education as
practiced in public and non-puklic secondary schocl systems,
neither must there be any sacred cows in commercial driver
training school practices.

I need only remark that, to the best of my knowledge,
attempts to evaluate effectiveness in commercial driving
schools have not been any more rewarding than those directed
toward driver education in secondary schools. The necessity
for unemotional, factual evaluation is no greater or no less
for the totality of driver education and training regardless

of where i%t is practiced. Thus, the National Highway Safety
Bureau has undertaken broad-scale research to determine

methods by which the effectiveness of driver education programs
can be assessed.

Let me reiterate that I now see nothing that comes close to
refuting the position of the Bureau that commercial driving

1. T. M. Stinnett, Keyncte Address for 1954 Serzes ¢y
Regional T.E.P.S. Conferences, National Commission on Teacher
Education and Professional Standards, NEA, Washingtos, D.C.,
The Asscctiation, 1954.
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schocls meet a very important need of the cverall highway
safety effort. Furthermore, the Bureau is fully cognizant

of the ways in which cthe commercial driving schools have been
endeavoring to improve their standards, largely through the
efforts of your professional association. This indicates
real progress,

We kelieve, however, that the Bureau can and imust provide
assistance and guidance in .learning more about the

quality of driver education and training programs wherever
taught, or by whom. This is a central reason for requesting
that one part of this symposium be directed specifically to
commercial driving schools.

Among the several important objectives of this symposium, one
is to provide for a two-way flow of infcrmation between leaders
in the commercial driving school community and the govern-

ment safety program planners at the state and local levels,

as well as the Federal level. A forum is needed at which the
major issues in this field from the standpoint of the com-
mercial school can be discussed. Only you can provide us

with your perspectives, and we, in turn, must communicate

to you any shortcomings that we believe need your attention.

EVALUATION OF PROGRAM QUALITY

The identification of program shortcomings is, of course,
tantamount to the evaluation per se of the program. This
leads to the last topic I would like to discuss today,
specifically, the Bureau's apprcach to this problem of evalua-
ting the quality and effectiveness nf driver education --
again without regard to where taught, or by whom.

In the spring o’ 1967 we contracted with four agencies to
develop plans for evaluating the effectiveness of current or
proposed driver education programs. These agencies were the
American University, Dunlap and Associates, Inc., the

Institute for Educational Development, and New York University.
The results of these studies, each in respcnse to the same
work statement, nave been reported to you by their principal
investigators.

The National Highway Safety Bureau then requested the National
Acadeny of Sciences, Highway Research Board, tn synthesize

the common elements and the unique features contained in

the four reports and to recommend coordinated pl~ns for
evaluating driver education programs on a national basis.

This work is now in progress, and based on the final report,
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which is expected shortly, the actual implemertation of
evaluation plans for driver education and training programs
will then be started.

A fundamental Bureau objective in sponsoring this program is
to produce for use by the states tocls that they can apply
in self-evaluations of their driver education and training
programs. The need is to assist the states in assessing

the effectiveness of their efforts in this ficld and to
ascertain how driver education shapes up as a family of
countermeasures, in competition with other countermeasures,
such as motor vehicle inspection or police traffic services,
for limited budgets and other resource allocations to safety.

The need for effective procedures for self-evaluations is

no less important for the driver education and training

groups. The commercial driving school operation constitutes

an "industry" in the fullest sense of being private ventures
that have a product to sell. The parallels *o other industries
are quite clear.

To survive in any competitive marketplace, a company must be
marketing a competitive product, but jt must also be able to
evaluate the quality of its product realistically. The
fastest way for a company manufacturing poor quality radios,
let us say, to go out of business is to maintain false
illusions as to the true gquality of its product.

But assessing the quality of a driver education and training
program is an infinitely more difficult task than measuring
the quality of radios. Furthermore, a consumer can readily
tell whether or not the radio is working properly. But in
the case of driver education as well as otner safety programs,
the community cannot as yet tell whether it is buying the °
proverbial pig in a poke or a truly useful product.

For this reason, the Bureau has chosen a course primarily
directed toward the development of evaluation tools in
contrast to concentrating on discovering some form of "ex
cathedra"” pronouncement of optimum techniques for the cnn-
duct per se of driver education and “raining.

"

If we are successful in developing tools that produce
reliable evaluations, the obvious next step is to encourage
the states to apply them to all competing apprcaches --
whether in secondary school systems cr in commerciati driver
training schools. The programs that prove out should be
supported; those that don't should be dropped, or at least
pe required to be "beefed up."
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To speak with complete candor, I helieve that proper evalua-
< tion tools ultimately will show that some elements of driver
education in secondary schools are weak and ineffective while
others are highly effective. Proper evaluation tcols will
produce similar results when applied to commercial driver
training schools.

The overall state program will then move toward & combination
of the best elements of both. For it is clear, as I stated
earlier, that there always will be a need for the kinds of
service provided hy both.

CCNCLUSION

To conclude, I .ould repeat my earlier statement that, if
for no reason other than that our resources don't permit it,
there can be no sacred cows in highway safety. No silver
bullets, magical nostrums, or panaceas.

I do not know, for example, but that we should begin to re-
examine even state organizational taboos that carefully
compartment driver education, driver licensing, and the
traffic courts system that has to deal with the failures of
the first two.

I believe in driver educaticn. But at this point in lime
i believe at least as much in driver education research,
oriented toward the development of tools for the reliable
evaluation of program effectivenss. The tools are needed
because driver education is in competition in the fullest
sense of the word for the very limited safety dollar.

Payoff evidence, not emctional appeals or heuristic arm
waving, will be reguired for driver education to hold a

place in the all-important allocation of resources among
competing countermeasure alternatives for reducing traffic
deaths and injuries. And I am not so sure that it will win
with emotional arm waving. Even if I restrict my alterna-
tives to the safety investment by the typical school district,
I must ask for the criteria for investing in the upgrading

of driver education in contrast to, say, investing in improved
rnaintenance of school bus brakes.

It would be interestiny to poll this audience on this simple
gquestion -- more money on school bus muintenance or morxe
money on driver educatiocn, but nct both because the money
for both simply is not there.
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It would also have been interesting to have polled the
citizens around Huntsville, Alabama, on this same question
iast April when a school bus there lost its brakes, went

out of control, and four or five children were killed, others
seriously injured.

It might even be more interesting to poll those same people
near Huntsville on the same guestion today. For another
school bus there lost its brakes about a month ago or so,
and more children were killed.

We might even ask how the drivers of those buses were taught
to drive -- in secondary schools, in commercial driving
schocls. Or, as most likely, did they pick it up from their
parents?

No, I am not sure that driver education, whether in secondary
schools or commercial driving schools, will do well on
emotion alone.

These are brutally tough investment questions that have to
be attacked with all of the intelligence, judgment, and
research skills that we can command. For they are not
go’ng to solve themselves.

And, as I stated to those at the first symposium, if the
advocates or opponents of one safety countermeasure or
another choose to ignore such questions, I do not believe
that the public or the government at Federal, state, or
1ncal levels will. At least, not for very long.
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SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER FOR DRIVER EDUCATION

Tommy L. Bertone
8ooz, Allen and Hamilton, Inc.

Mr. Bertone, a conaultant in the Instltutional Maragement Division
of Booz., Allen & Hamilton Inc., graduated cum laude from Harvard
College with » B.A. degree in government and from Stanford University
wlith an M.3. degrea in political science, He hav also done graduate
work in public administration at The George Washington Univeralty.
Frior to jolning tha flrm, My, Bertore wam a Budget Examiner with the
U.S. Bureau of the Budget in Washlnjton, D.C. FKe had corplete Bureau
staft vesponsiditity for several Department of Defense progrars and
appropriations. He waa slso & Management Analyrt for t'e Comptroller
of tha Army i{n Washington, D.C., snd for the Ath U.S. Army Compiroller
in Xorea, In this capacity, Mr, Bertone par.lcipated in ranagement
improvsrent studles and in the adminlstration cf Army management
anginsering programs.

Xr, Bertone is exnerienced in the functional areas of economic
anslysis, planning, programming, and budgeting, and {n managament
angineering. Ha recently acted as project manager for 4 study of
vafety npecialiat ma.power for the Federal Highway Administration,
U.S. Departrment of Transportation, t™at will provide a comprehensive
pitture of the present and future availability of personnel to carry out
the state highway safety programs., Xr, Bertone participated in
preparing program manuvale which will be lssued by the National
Kighway Safsty Bureau to ptovide quidance to state and local governs.
ments on iwplementatlon of the Kighway Sefety Program Standards.

INTRODUCTION

In preparing this paper, I vividly recalled my first en-
counter with driver education. I was 14. My father and I
were traveling on a two-lane highway between Joplin, Miss-
ouri and Pittsburg, Kansas. He was driving, but shortiy
after leaving Joplin, pulled over to the shoulder and announ-
ced that it was time I learned to drive. I got into the
driver's seat and began. I quickly saw that, because of my
height, it was more convenient for me to peer at the road
through, rather than over, the steering wheel. Very socn,
my speed got out of control, my foot seemed to freeze on
the accelerator, and the car weaved and nearly went into
the ditch. We were saved when my father grabbed the wheel.
I continued my lesson but noted that cars seemed leery of
approaching and passing. Thinking back on this, it is easy
to conclude that there must be a better way.

Congress itself concluded that there must be a better way,
and in 1565 ii passed the Highway Safety Act. A national
purnposeful commitment to highway safety was envisioned.
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Following the passage of this act, officials at Federal,
state, and local levels began to expand existing highway
safety efforts and to initiate new safety programs. As part
of its initial research activities, the Naticnal Highway
Safety Bureau issued a contract for a study to examine tbhe
overall task of staffing state government highway safety
programs. My firm, Booz, Aller & Hamilton, Inc., received the
contract award and conducted the study between June, 1967,
and October, 1968. This study, entitled the Safety Special-
ist Manpower Study, examined the fnllowing:

Manpower requirements
Manpower resources
Manpower training capacity
Manpower staffing actions

o © © o©o

The work of the Safety Specialist Manpower Study as it app-
lies to driver education manpower reguirements and staffing
actions is presented in this paper in the following sections:

Study framework

Safety specialist jobs in driver education
Manpower requirements in driver education
Possible actions to assure adequate driver
education staffing

0 o0 o

STUDY FRAMEWORK

The Safety Sperialist Manpower Study is characterized by
four primary features.

First, the study is concerned with employees of state gov-
ernments. Although the highway safety program embraces Fed-
eral, state, and local government employees, the scope of
the Safety Specialist Manpower Study was initially defined
to include only state government personnel. Driver educa-
tion teachers and driver education supervisors are normally
not state employees, but were added to the study &s excep-
tions at the special request of the National Highway Safety
Bureau. The study, nevertheless, remains largely concerned
with state employees, and no personnel of commercial driver
education schools are included.

Second, the study is concerned with safety specialists. Only
personnel whose duties vrequire technical knowledge of high-~
way cafety principles and practices are included in the
study. Technical knowledge is definred as knowledge which is
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uniquely relevant to carrying out one or mcre highway safety
programs and for which specialized formal training is re-
quired. Such knowledge is usually acquired following re-
cruitment, although for several job titles, such as driver
education teacher and driver education program specialist,
substantial specialized training can be acquired prior to
recruitment. On this basis many people employed in high-
way safety work, such as clerk-typists and computer pro-
grammers, are excluded from consideration. Thus, the Safety
Specialist Manpower Study does not include all persons em-
ployed in driver education and other highway safety pro-
grams, but only those whose jobs require specific safety
knowledge and training.

Third, the study is organized in terms of the National High-
way Safety Precgram Standards, which are being used as guide-
lines by highway safety officials at both state and Federal
levels. TFor this reason, the data in the Safety Specialist
Manpower Study are organized and presented in terms of
programs corresponding to the Standards, one of which is fcr
driver education. Driver education safety specialists and
manpower requirements are separately discussed and identified.

Fourth, the Safety Spenialist Manpower Study is based on in-
formation from personal interviews with state officials.
Between Octc¢ber, 1967, and March, 1968, field visitc were
made by Booz, Allen & Hamilton staff to all 50 states. Vis-
its in each state ranged from 9 to 17 days, with an average
visit of 13 days. Interviews were held with the governor's
highway safety representative and with operating officials
in charge of each safety program. Thus, data on the high
school driver education program were typically acquired from
the official in the State Department of Education respon-
sihle for the program. Information on other Driver education
programs was also obtained from the state officials respon-
sible for the programs.

Acquisition of data was aided by the use of interview ques-
tionnaires. Questionnaires were developed by Booz, Allen &
Hamilton staff during the jinitial stages of the study and
drew on the advice and recommendations of officials in pub-
lic and private agencies involved in highway safety. In-
formation from the National Education Association, for ex-
ample, was helpful in preparing the driver education ques-
tionnaire. Prior to the fileld visits, three pilot trips
were made to California, Minnesota, and Massarhusetts to
test draft questionnairas. After questionnaires were mod-
ified in accordance with experience gained during the pilot
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vigits, four types were finally used in intervicws:

° A program gquestionnaire was used to gather data
describing each highway safety program in the
state.

° A manpower requirements questionnaire was used
to gather data on the types and numbers of man-
power reguired in each program.

° An institutional quectionnaire was used to gather
data on highway safety training in colleges and
universities.

° An in-service guestionnaiie was used to gather
data on highway safety training in programs of
state government agenciés.

The questionnaires and interviews provided the information
used in the analytical stages of the study.

SAFETY SPECIALISTS IN DRIVER EDUCATION

One of the objectives of the Safety Specialist Manpower
Study was to identify the types of people reguired in high-
way safety programs. Required types of personnel were to be
identified by job title, and job descriptions for each type
were to be provided.

Based upon the interviews in the states and on our own
analysis of highway safety programs, 3¢ safety specialist
job titles are defined. These job titles apply to the
entire complex of highway safety programs, and several of
the titles are applicable to more than one program. Jcb
titles were identified in the light of actual state
practice and after consideration of the work functions
that must ke performed and the training pertinent to

the performance of functions.

A formal job description is presented %*or each of the 36
job titles. Job descriptions delineate the scope and duties
of a job and the extent and content of required education,
evperience, and training.

In driver education, four job titles and descriptions are
presented, as follows:
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Driver education program specialist
° Driver education supervisor

e Driver education teacher

° Driver retraining instructor

The driver edncation teacher is the basic job title in the
program and defines the requirements of education and ex-
perience upon which the other job titles build. The teuchex
provides instruction to high school students in the ap-
proved secondary school driver education programs and tc
adults in the beginning adult program.

Minimum education requirements for the teacher are a bach-
elor's degree in secondary education and 18 semester hours
in driver and safety education and related fields. These
requirements have been drawn from National Highway tafety
Bureau guvidelines presented in the forthcoming Highway
Safety Program Manuals.

The driver retraining instructor provides remedial driver
instruction to problem drivers. He also inspects commercial
driving schools and handles the licensing of commercial
school teachers. Minimum education requjrements are the same
as for the driver education teacher, but, in addition, ex-
perience of at least thraze years teaching in the high school
driver education program is required.

These education and experience requirements for the re-
training instructor represent an upgrading of typical cur-
rent requirements. It is not unusual today to find remedial
instruction programs manned by ex-driver's license exam-
iners. In cur judgement, the task of providing retraining
is at leasc as difficult and important as that of provid-
ing teginning instruction. Therefore, at least comparable
eduration should be required of driver retraining instruc-
tors and driver education teachers. A need for mature per-
sonnel in this job title accounts for the requirement of
three years experience.

The driver education supervisor provides continuing local
supervision of the high school and adult education pro-
grams. This job requires a master's degree in driver or
safety education, with courses in program administration
and at least two years!experience as a driver education
teacher ot the equivalent.



The driver education program specialist is a program adminis-
trator. He is responsible for formulating, managing, and
evaluating all state programs in driver education, including
high schocl and adult training, driver retraining, and
supervision of the commercial school program. He may also
provide consulting services to driver cducation supervisors
and in-service training to driver education teachers and
retraining instructors. This job requires a master's degree
in driver or safety education, with courses in prcoram ad-
ministration and at least three years' experience in driver
education programs.

The four job titles, then, represent the safety specialist
in the driver education program.

MANPCGWER REQUIREMENTS IN DRIVER EDUCATION

A second objective of tre Safety Specialist Study was te
estimate the required number of safety specialist personnel
by job title for each year from 1968 woc 1577. Estimates were
to be made for each state and in the national aguregate.

Adhering to these guidelines, the study presents three
estimates for each job title:

° A state estimate
A realistic maximum estimate
e A realistic minimun estimate

The state estimate was obtained from state officials during
the field visits. Employing their "kest judgement", these
officials were asked to provide estimates of annual re-
quirements according to their perceptions of prcgramg and
future needs. However, the National Highway Safety Program
was a relatively new program at the time of the field visits
and state officials were often understandably unprepared to
offer firm estimates. Therefore, state data for driver edu-
cation requirements, as well as for other prograins, are
incomplete.

In addition to the state estimates, the study presents
estimates develcped independently by Booz, Allen & Hamilton.
To understand the derivation of these estimates one must
bear in mind that the number of persons required in any
program is dependent upon what someone wishes to do and how
he intends to do it. For example, in driver education the
number of teachers required to provide 70 clock-hours of
classroom instruction to all eligible students will differ
from the number required to provide 30 clock-hours of
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classroom instruction to the same number of students. To
derive requirement estimates it is necessary, then, to
define the specific content of the programs.

{ For each safety specialist job title, the study defines two
programs. One of the programs is defined to produce realis-

{ tic minimum manpower requirements, the other to produce

, realistic maximum manpower requirements. Taken together,

these two alternatives provide a range of manpower require-
rents within which actual state manpower requirements should
] fall. The number of personnhel actually required by a state
will depend upon the prograri that the state in fact selects
to implement, which could be one of 30 hours, 50 hours, or
I 70 hours of classroom instruction, for example.

The definitinn of minimum alternatives was guided by the
National Highway Safety Program Standards. Minimum 2lterna-
‘ tives are those which produce minimum personnel requirements,
yet meet the provisions of the Standards. Maximum alterna-
tives were defined by drawing upon the more advanced plans
l and ideas encountered in the states. "These plans and ideas
were adapted by Booz, Allen & Hamilton to produce realistic
maximum manpover requirements.

t The derivation of minimum and maximum estimates required
three steps: the defirition of programs in writing, the
translation of these written program descriptions into
mathematical formulas, 2nd the use of the formulas to calcu-
iate requirements. It is important to note that factors a.d
ratios used in the formulas were empirically derived from
data gathered during the siate visits.

Let us look more closely at the alternatives for driver
education.

For the driver education program specialist, the maximum
alternative provides sufficient manpower at the state level
to develop and evaluate in detail all driver education
programs and to offer consultlng services to driver educa-
tion supervisors. The minimum alternative provides only
enough personnel to review driver education programs
developed by the school districts.

For the driver education supervisor, the maximum alternative
provides sufficient personnel to ascfure continuing local
supervision of high school ard adult driver education pro-
grams, including in-depth aid to School districts in forwu-
lating, executing, and evaluating programs. It assumes one
supervisor for 20 school districts and a minimum of one
supervisos per county. T7The minimum alternative also provides
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for supervision of high school and adult driver education
pragrams, but assumes only one supervisor per countcy.

For the drivel education teacher, the maximum alternative
provides sufficient personnel to cffer all eligible students
30 clock-hours of classroom work and six clock-hours of
practice driving instruction with no summer sessions. The
minimum alternative provides enough teachers to instruct all
eligikle students in 70 clock-hours of course work and 10
clock-hours of practice driving. It assumes summer sessions
ang a system of ¢ iving ranges sufficient to allow each
teacher to supervise six cars simultansously. The use of
driving ranges reduces manpower requirements even though
more hours of instruction are provided to students.

For the driver's license retraining instructor, the maximnum
alternative provides sufficient manpower to of£fer 12 hours
of instruction per student. The minimum alternative pro-
vidz2s sufficient manpower tc offer 8 hours of instruction
per student.

Usirg tne alternative, the national aggregate manpower
reguirements in 1968 and 1977 for the entire Driver
Education Program are the following:

1968 1977
State Estimate ‘ 26,350 34,252
Maximum Estimate 26,038 40,070
Minimum Estimate 14,007 20,942

The state estimate calls for a few words of explanation.
First, it should be recalled that the driver education
teacher and driver education supervisor job titles were not
included in the study from the beginning, and estimates from
all states were not collected. Second, the state estimates
for driver education teachers includes part-time as well as
full-time teachers, while the minimum and maximum estimates
assume only full-time teachers. Thus, data included in the
state estimate are not completely comparable to data
included in the maximum and minimum estimate.

ThesSe estimates represent the manpower requirements in
driver education for which staffing must be provided.

STAFFING ACTIONS

The Safety Specialist Manpower Study examines the availa-
bility of manpower to staff safety positions and concludes
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that sufficient manpower shculd be available. It also
points out, however, that staffing of requirements is not
simply a matter of having a sufficiently iarge manpower
pool. Such fezctors as the management priority placed upon
highway safety by state officials could bave an enormous
effect upon determining whether reguirements are filled.
Drawing upon these factors, the study concludes that, in
general, it scems reasonable to expz=ct minimum requirements
to be met, but it is doubtful that maximum requirements can
be filled. For some programs, diZificulty may even be ex-
perienced in filling minimum requirements. This is true for
the Driver Education Program.

As pointed out earlier, the basic job title in driver
education is driver education teacher. Thecretically, the
manpower resource pocl for this job title is more than
adequate. The pool is composed of primary and secondary
education teachers. The problem is influencing teachers and
potential teachers to pursue a career in Ariver education.
In the past, there has been reluctance on the part of some
career teachers to concentrate in driver educaticn,

Traditionally, the task of staffing driver education jobs
has been performed by relying upon part-time instruchtovs in
secondary driver education programs. Often, teachkers in
other education program~ take qualifying driver education
courses during the sum -... and then teach driver education

as a secondary duty dur...y the school year. This apprcach
has been possible because of minimal course requirements for
gualification. Now, however, educational requirements have
been raised to 18 semester hours. With these increased
requirements, it is dGoubtful that complete reliance upon
part-time teachers will continue to be a feasible epproach.
Teachers have been reluctant tc enter driver education under
minimum education requirements. It seems unlikely that they
will become 10re receptive as requirements are increased.

How might this potential staffing dz2ficit be overcome? The
Safety Specialist Manpower Study identifies three possible
actions:

° Establish a driver education career field

° Encourage technolcocgical improvements and thereby
redice manpower requirements

° Establish programs to finance n2cersa.y teacher
training in driver educuzation
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To establich a drviver education career field, the Safety
Specialist Study defined the education and experience of
driver education teachers to he applicable to 9 of the 36
safety specialist job titles. That is, 9 of the 36 job
descriptions specify education and experience requirements
similar to those of driver education te:ichers. This in-
creased career potential should precvide teachercs with
greater incentive to enter driver education.

Greater reliance upon technoloygical improvements to reduce
teacher requirements is also suggested. The minimum alterna-
tive for the driver education teachler job title employs
driving ranges as a method of reducing teacher requireiments.
Should states experience shortages of full-time driver
education teachers, greater .2liance upon such technologicai
improvcments o reduce tea~her needs can ke considered.

As a further step, states could consider programs S finance
the driver educai:ion training requ.red of teachers. With
training being supplied at no cost and substantial career
cpportunities available, teachers should find persuasive
arguments for entering driver education.

The Safety Specialist Manpower study examines ‘he capacity
to train personnel for each safety specialist jcb title.
This portion of the study cornsists essentially of inventory-
ing se2lected colleges and uriversitites for safety education
offerings and comparing enrollment capacities in identified
offerings with manpower requiremsants. Suffice it to say
that major conclusicons are as follows:

° For required entering education, sufficient exist-
ing or planned capacity exists to prepare manpower
for both minimum and maximum levels.

° For training beyond entering requirements, capacity
must be increased for all driver cducation job
titles.

CONCLYUSION

To Qevelop manpower and training requirenents for highway
safety, it is necessary to kncw the specific content of bro-
grams. From krowledge of program content, a description of
functions and personnel duties can be obtained. With this
information available, it is then possible to estimate both
the numbers of manpower and Lhe training necessary for
personnel to perform assigned duties. Manpower and training
requirements are depeindent upon program content.
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The Highway Safety Act and the resulting National Higaway
Safety Program standards envision improved and expanded high-
way safety programs. The Safety Sgecialist Manpower Study
indicates that the thrust toward an improved program in
driver education has produced significantly increased
training requirements. %hese increased requirements in turn
may lead to deficits in staffing driver education programs.
To prevent deficits, the study sugcests the crcation of a
driver education career field.

This suggestion, it seens to me, is of great interest to
participants in this symposium. As driver education teachers,
vou must have thoughts about the creation of driver education
as a career field in state government personnel systems.

You most certainly have a major contribution to riake con-
cerning such problems as:

° The advantages and disadvantages of a career field
° The content and structure of such a career field
° The processes for establishing a career field

In my opening remarks, I spoke of a "better way" to driver
education. If that "better way" is to becomz available to
all students who want it, your efforts can be helpful and
peihaps even decisive. I would urge you, therefore, to
undertake an active role in improving the supply of driver
education mangower.
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EVALUATIGN OF DRIVER EDUCATION - TELLING IT AS 1T IS

Lenn 8rody

Director of Research
Tihe Center for Safety
New York University

bx. Brody is presantly Associarc Oirector of The Center for Safely,
New York University. He has been A Frofessor o Educatior and
Director of Research at The Center for Safety since Jsnuary, .332.

He (s a member of the University Senate, a member of the Comritltee

on Doctoral Research Design, School of Education, and a member of

the Commitvee On Selaction ©f Coctoral Candidztes, S hool of Educaticn.
He re~ejved a B_A, from the College of the City of New York fn 1331,
where he was also awarded his §1.5. degrce in 133'. F received hie
Ph.D. fn paychology from puve Unlversity in 1937,

Prior to his present nositizp, Lr. Brody was erployed ty the
industrial relaticne depaciment ¢f th» Great Atlantic und Pacific

Tea Company from 1946-1951. He was Senior Tiaining Technician for
the War Dep=-tment frcw 13:1-1645, ' a Researct Associate at thr
Center for Safety Educatlorn, New [« Univeralty, from 1340-1941.

From i937-1939 he was o Research 2»sis.ant for the American Assoclation
for Adult Fducation, ard he wes Assirtant Director of Resea:rch for

the U.§. Otfice of Eduzation from 1936-1937.

His professional aftilisiions include the Chajrmanghip of the Research
Committee, Americur, Soc.ety of Safety Engine.rs: Chajrrman of the
pivision of College and University Safety Certers, Nationai Safety
Council, and member of the Amerlcdan Psychological Assoclation
(Certified Faychologist, the Stire of New Vork).

pr. Bixdy has been the suther or co-auther of books and artjcles on
highway sa’ety, sndustrial safety, adult ed-cation, research methodology.
and peycholodical and medical subiects, and he has been tha principal
anvestigatnr in various projevts concerned with highwsy snd

industrial sufety.

Is it possible at this time to determine with scientific
confidence the accidznt reduction value of driver educa-
tion? Curren: limitations in research technique, as well
as some theoretical considerations, suggest it would be
undesirable to try to do so.

This is not to imply that driver education has no value.

Nor should we be in*imidatwd by weaknesses in present methods
of accident reporting or population sampling, by diffirulties
in equating control and experimental groups in essential
variables such as initial interest in learning to drive

well, or by the complzxities of adequate statistical treat-
mernt. Certainly we must recognize that the ultimate objec-
tive of driver education is tc reduce the frequency and
severity of traffic acaidents.

3ut, to be practical, we must take into account (1) the role
of chance in accident occurrence, (2) the influence of social
environment on and ¢ff our streets and highways, (3) the
absence of demands that other courses of study be similarly
evaluated in terms of their ultimate objective, and (4) the
greater need to assess driver education with a view to
improving instructional programs. In addition, it is
essential that we establish the possible intervening
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influence of changes in highway design and engineering, traffic
law enforcement, motor vehicle design and administration
{including inspection), and other variables that could

account in part for trends in accident involvement and
frequency of violations. Only then can we be absolute in

our statements regarding driver education.

Nevertheless. since the purpose of the requested research
design was to indicate ways and means of determining hoth the
immediate and longer range effects of driver education cn
selected criteria, comparisons were suggesteé between the
measurements taken at various time slices (i.e., upon entering
the course, immediately after completion, 2 years later, and

5 years later). The appended schematic (Figure 1) represents
the measurements to be applied.

From these measurenments, curves can be plotted over time to
compare the means ©f the groups (receiving and not receiving
driver education} on the various criteria. Utilizing such
ploats, both the differences between the groups at a specific
time period, as well as the differences between the groups
and variables over time, can be analyzed for significance.

It should be obvious that any such proposed research design
woula be highly elaborate and that its execution would be
an expensive procedure.

An alterrative technique that would be much less costly is
outlined below. However, this technique is concerned more
with the relative, immediate effectiveness of different
programs of dr!ver education than with "actual” effective-
ness of driver education per se (or as a "whole"! in terms
of accident reduction.

Recognizing that the operation of a netor vehicle is learned
behavior, the question of whether or not driver education
should be carried on becomes meaningless, since all motor
vehicle operators are the product of some form of driver
education -- formal or informal. The question to be dzcided
is rather what specifi¢ form or forms should driver educa-
tion take in order to attain its objectives with ygreater
effectiveness and efficiency.

On the basis of both cost and feasibility, a dasiyn may be
recommended that assumes the importance of driver education
but does rot, for reasons previously stated, seex to
explore the long-range effects of driver education. This
design is illustrated in the accompanying figure. (Figure 2)

The first step required by this design is ore that has often
been mentioned as sorely needed: a definition of the driving
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SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM PROGRAM

Criterion

Accidents
Viotations
Near misses

Performance
{(via simulator)

Performance
(via road test)

Performance
{(stressed)

Performance
{self-rated)

Knowledge

Attitudes

Fig. 1.
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Time Slice

Prior to At course + 2 + 5
course completion years years

X‘ )»Xz

Xj——> %2

X |——>X2

> P

X4 > X5 }x3 > Xy

e Ky — 3%

X |- .>x2-.ﬁx3

3 T e T

X)- 2 %2 2 x> %y

’{l—'—"—‘? x\z‘—"—} X=Xy

Imm:diate affect
of driver training

Long-range effect of driver training

Short-term and long-term program.
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Learning Curve: Design for Determining Relative Cost
Ef{ectiveness of Jiffering Methods (Objective: the
identification, ¢n a cost basis, of "better” not “best”
approach.)

Fig. 2. Learaning curve.
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task (as a whole, not just as a matter of skills). If, for
example, one refers to the development of an understanding
of traffic contrcl as one of the ccomponents of the driving
task, it becomes necessary not only to formulate the
objective of this component, but also to itemize what may
be termed "behavioral outcomes" of this phasc of driver
education. These need to be precisely stated, represent
the main objective, and worded so as to suggest possible
measurement of achievement, or learning, duaring and unon
completion of & drivei education program.

The next important steps would be as follows:

(1; [stablishment of a minimum acceptable student
achievement for each component (initially, at
least, this would have to be a matter of expert
opinion});

{2) Development of adequate measuring instruments
for each of the components;

(3) Developm2nt of a research design for comparing
the teaching tire ({(a cost index} required by
each of n methods, under otherwise comparable
conditions, for attainment of the desired
level of student achievement;

(4) Exccution of the research design.

This alternative proposal is highly recommended for reasons
set forth above. It is not identified as the preferred
evaluative technique only because it does not concern
itself with accidents per se as the essential criterion.
But the limitations of the latter criterion, for practical
purposes, are forbidding.

In any case, faulty practices (and traffic violationrs) are
much more abundant, and should provide more valid conclu-
sions than accidents per se. It seems acxiomatic that poor
driving will sooner or lacrer lead to accidents. It would
follow that good practices should be made the essence of
driver educatilon programs and the principal criterion of
their effectiveness.

If the above suggests a negative view of the truly

preferred approach to an evaluation of driver education,
i.e., through reference to the accident-reduction criterion,
that is not at all the case. It is a question of feasibility
and logic.
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There is already ample "evidence" that, if we seck to

evaluate driver education in terms of accident reduction, we
are confronted with so many variables, known, unknown, and
nighly variable if not unpredictable, that we become en-

meshed in an endless chain of procof. Wnile it is true that
there have been scores of "causal" evaluative studies seriously
lacking in soundness cof design, others conducted by reputable
researchers have come up with conclusions that are =o
qualified with "but's", "if's", and "maybe's" as to rcnder

them practically insignificant,

In general, accidents are so varied in the circumstances
surroundirg them, with so maay factors, potentially,
contributing to their occurrence, and with such limitations
(at present) on the availability of aiequate accident data,
that no one factor or set of factors can be expe :ted to be
prominent statistically to any great extent. Eencc it is not
uncommon for a researcher to report that he has found it
impossible to separate the influence of a given program

from tha influence of other factors (or programs) on reported
accident data. 3Such considerations tend %o support the
conzlusions set forth in this paper.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. Perforinrance of any task must be learned.

2. Therefore, debating the need for driver education, what-
ever jts nature, is ‘- urely academic -- a tempest in a
teapot.

3. There is, to date, no incontrovertible evidence of a

scientific nature that driver educatisn has or has not
reduced highway accidents.

4. ‘The problem that does exist is how to accommodate
driver education in educational systems public and private.

5. The problem also exists of how to improve the structure
of such progranis, continually, so as to improve the
quality and efficiency ¢f learning. Here I think we
can say that the meost critical part of driver educa-
ticn is a matter of teacher preparation. Recause if
we don't have competent, motivated educators, we might
as well give the kids back to their parents for driving
instruction.

6. Guidelines toward the latter objective are presently
derived largely from subjective recommendations of
experienced instructional personnel.

7. Because of the complexity of the traffic safety problem
as a result of the many variables involved, the potential
of experitental or quasi-experimental studies to provide
bases for guidelines remains undetermined, and this is
likely to be the case for some time *o come.

8. The next point seems to support our views by znalogy.
Using a model relating vehicle component failure and
inspection effectiveness parameters, researchers at the
University of Michigan's Highway Safety Research
Institute hypothesized that "an annual motor vehicle
inspection system should have little effect on the
defect rates of those components which fail frequently
but are easily detected and rather readily ... repaired
by owners" (for example, lichting systems). And indeed
results of their investigation suggest that such defects
may be better controlled by increasing the fault detection
rate of owners. This is a matter of driver education.
Finally, these researchers concluded that the ulvimate
determination of cost effectiveness of vehicle inspection
suri: "seems to be unsolvable at the present time. Yet
inspection will become operative in many more states
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in the near future."” I think we see here a parallel to
requested evaluation of the achievement, or potential, of
driver education.

9. And now, in a proad sense, I should like to call your
attention to a presumably new approach to social
change -~ ar.d really, for some time to come, human and
therefore social change is what we are concerned with.
This approach has usually been called "systems analysis.”
What are the prospects? Well, at the end of a three-
day forum of systems analysts and engineers just about
a year ago, a pessimistic note was sounded. The in-
coming president of the group put it this way: '"We're
very good at hardware and tactical problems ... We're
lcusy at strategic and philosophical problems. We need

to put all of our social scientists ... all our people-
oric':.ed people to work on these problems.” And I am
inciined to say that this includes bona fide driver
educators.

I think that you will find these statements provocative, if
not helpful. Thank you.
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PLANS FOR EVALUATING DRIVER TRAINING

Leon Brodyl

Director of Research
The Center for Safety
New York University

The task assigned to us by the Department of Transportaticn
was to develop one or more plans for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of driver education.

Well, driver education comrs in many shapes and sizes. So
ong of our first steps was to ascertain the nature and
dimensions of what we might have to evaluate. For this
purpose we decided tn turn to the driver education achieve-
ment reports of the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety.
They had been compiling these reports for 20 years ~-~ on a
national oasis, and it was a year-round activity. So we
felt that on the basis of length of experience alone, no
other source of information was likely to be superior, at
least insofar as public school programs were concerned.

We recognized, of course, that the data in these reports

were concerned with program characteristics, and NOT with
program quality. That was fine for our purposes. After all,
the four contractors received substantial sums of government
money to develop plans for cvvaluating program quality and
effectiveness.

S0 we worked up a broad picture of what had to be evaluated.

But now anothey hurdle. Just what did evaluation mean? To
put it another way, what criteria of effectiveness could or
should be employed? Accident reduction alone? Or shculd

we include other things--such as proficiency in real driving
performance, proficiency in simulated driving performance,
response under conditions of stress, evidence >f desirable
attitudes, etc., etc.

In our own design we decided upon multiple criteria of

effectiveness--that is, the criteria I've mentioned and

still others. But because of the nature of these criteria,

we felt it was essential to classify them with respect to

short-term, intermediate, and lony-term measurements f{i.e.,
]

1. For biographical sketch, see p. 80.

ERIC 06

FalTo: Poiod b EHG 8 2



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

immediately atter instruction, two years later, and five
years later).

Needless to sav, tile criterion problem is a toungh nut to
crack.

But that is not the only one. One cannot apply such
criteria to ongoing programs without recognizing that the
results obtained might be due to one or more of a whole
batch of possibly related variables. For example, on the
basis of previous stvdies and professional experience, our
group decided that it had to take into account in the
design such things as initial student interest in taking
a driver education course; previous driving exposure;
certain personality characteristics; variations in the
content and methodology of driver education courses; and
certainly the quality of the teaching.

All this added up to a pretty complicated research design ---
a design made even more complicated by problems of population
sampling.

Well, a sampling strategy was worked out, along with
statistical treatments to be applied tc the ob.ained data.

Then, because the complexity of the design and because the
possibility that intervening variables having to do with
roadway changes, changes in automotive design,*and new
developments in enforcement and motor vehicle administration
could still confound the truth of research findings, (not
to mention the probable high cost of executing tlie research)
the principal investigator worked up an alternative dassign
that zccepts driver education and training as axiomatically
desirable and then concentrates on comparison <f different
kinds of programs, with a view to identifying and comparing
student achievement .nder these different programs (cf.
Figure 2 , p. 83). This alternative design involves a
detailed definition of the driving task and immediate post-
teaching measurements of student achievement.

Executed in detail, there would be notbing simple about this
design either. But it would be far less costly, and much
more important, driver education -~ ->uld proceed in the mean-
time, under both public and prive : auspices -- but with
expectations of continuing improvements and with freedom
from fear of an arbitrary axe. I use the term "private"

in a broad sense, to include what are commonly referred to
ar "commercial driving schools." Personally I should think
you might prefer "private" in lieu of "commercial."
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COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOLS

At the present time there is little irnformation on a
national scale, regarJdinyg the organization, supervision,
and programs of comme.rscial driving schools. Two recent

reports >f stature may be drawn upon to provide some under-
standing of this substantial seygment of driver 2ducation and

training in the United States.

According to a document prepared for the United States

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Report of the
Secretary's Advisory Committee on Traffic Safety, 1968), the
following is an indicaticn of the dimensions of the commercial

school activity:

In addition to high-school courses, there has been .
steady vroliferation of commercial programs ... The
National i'rofessional Driver Education Assoctation
estimates that 400,000 teenagers and 1,600,000 adults
receive irstruction in 3,000 commercial schools each
year. The average cost of instruction is $9 per
hour, and 10-15 hours are usually required. The
estimated industry revenue is $£55 million annually.

The second report (Little, 1966) provides a brief comparison
between commercial and high school programs:

there are no valid estimates available as to hou
many teenagers are taught by these schools .o
While the objectives of many of the high school training
courses are not only to teach basic skills in handling
the vchicle, but also to develop realistic attitudes
and acquire knowledge which would contribute to traffic
safety, the objective of many commercial schools may be
narrower, atiming primarily at meeting the requirements
of the state driver-examination. At this time the
number of etates whichk have some laws cr regulations

gorerning commereicl driving schools is 22 . . . Little
is knoww about the quality or effectiveness of
commercial driver training schools . . . N> doubt, the

quality of these schools is as vartiable as is found

among high echecol driver trainixg programs.
!

With reference to the quality and effectiveness of commercial
school programs, it is reasonable to expzct that the develop-
ment of a research design for assessing them might be eve..
more complicated than designs for evaluating high school
pregrams, because of the relative lack of information con-
cerning the many variables believed to be invulved. Never-
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theless, the same kinds of research consideracions would
obtain in both instances, at least insofar as ultimate high-
way safety goals are concerned.

Finally, attention must be given to a crucial question:

Can the standards recommended for commercial school programs
differ from those recommended for high school proyrams?

This question is particularly important in the case of
young people, who are acknowledged to have more than their
proportionate share of motor vehicle accidents.

GUIDELINES

While we wait for the results of valid research dealing with
the many facets of traffic safety, I respectfully suggest
that the following guidelines reflect a logical approach to
the moblem, partly research-based, and that they may have
more or less immediate value to practitioners in the field
of driver education and training:

1. We need to take into account driving knowledge,
attitudes, and manipulative or rkill factors.

2. Attitudinal factors require a long-range and
multifaceted approach for development or modifica-
tion through education in and out of the class-
room.

3. Because of these requirements, driver educators and
trainers should for practical reasons concentrate
primarily on the learning of everyday responses or
skills in traffic, and the handling of emergency

situations.

4. Of course, such instruction should also provide
some opportunity for cognitive and attitudinal
learning.

5. The nandling of emergency road situations, because

of their hazardous nature, Jdepends largely on
simulated exercises plus some training in off-
street areas under supervised conditions.

6. The critical factor in educational effectiveness
will reside in instrzuctor competence.

7. Extensive certification requirements for instructors
are not necessary.
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8. Requirements should include courses in basic and
advanced driver education plus a foundations
; course in methods of teaching. These may be
' degree or non-degree courses, so long as they are
professionally supervised anc¢ conducted.

9, Finally, there simply cannot be one best way of
teaching to drive. It was difficult enough to come
up with the old formula of 30 and 6 for driver
education. It could have been 32 and , or 26 and
10 -- if you want to add up to 36. But why not
20 and 16? or 16 and 16?2 Or 10 and 16? And why
should these hours be fixed for all? There are
individual differences in capacity and background.
Student achieveme:.. of our imrmediate goals should
be the chief criterion. So, instead of pursuing
the end of the rainbow now, the concern of
practitioners should be: How well are we doing?
How can we do things better? (not "best.")

The latter observation brings us back to the previously
mentioned alternative research plan for evaluating driver
education and training . . . . the one illustrated in our
learning-curve graph. This plan appears to be feasible.

If so, it should help to resolve tie dilemma posed by the
first two conclusions in our full contractual report to the
U.3. Department of Transportation. Those conclusions were:

! 1. No clear proof has as yet been produced showing
that driver education, as presently constituted,
has a significant favecrable effect on driver
performance.

2. No clear proof has as yet been produced showing
that driver education, as presently constituted,
does not have a significant favorable effect on
driver performance.

wWhat we need most of all, I believe, is an analysis of the
driving task in terms of expected behavioral outcomes of
instruction. And then we need to develop tests and instru-
mentation that will provide relatively objective ratings of
student performance. In the meantime, public and private
efforts to produce competent drivers must be continued. If
their momentum is interrupted, progress in the resolution of
this national problem will be much more difficult to resume.
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PLAN FOR CRITICAL APPRAISAL OF DRIVER EDUCATION PRUGRAMS

Do i

Robert L. Chapman
Director of Studies
Institute for Educational Development

Di. Chapman {s presently a Systems Consultant to the Institute for
zducational Development. and Project Director of tha Driver Licensing
Progran Project; he was aleo Project Director on IED's recently
completed Driver Education and Training Froj.ct.

He holde Bachelor of Science and Master of Science degreea in
mechanical engineering and peychology, respectively, from the
Unfversity of North Dakots, ard a doctorate from the University ot
Chicago in psychcmetrics, experimental and physiniogical peychology.
1ncluded {n Dr. Coapman‘s wide range of expe' ‘ence are: systems and
cost/aftectiveness analysis, system deeign an. Jevelopment, develop-
ment and application Of analytic and trairlng technigues I[including
operstional gaming, simulstion methods, end aystem training), long-
range planning, development of strestejies for introduring new products
and services, an4 the 2¢sign of {nterventlons for promoting socisl
changs {n civil systems.

Dr. Chapman has twenty-five years of experience with the Hughes
Alrcraft Company. the Ramo Wooldridge Division of TRW, the NAND
corporation., and other military, industrial, goveramentsl, non-
profit, management consaultant, and acad wic crganirations.

The National highway Safety Act of 1966 reguires exach state
to have a highway safety program, including comprehensive
griver education ard training programs.

In order to assure that the return on expanded efforts in
driver education will be conmensurate with the investment,

the National Highw.y Safety Bureau contracted for studies

to develop a concrete plan for evaluating the effectiveness
of current or proposed driver education and training programs.

In accepting responsibility for one of those studies the
Institute for Educational Development convened nine expert
consultants representing relevant disciplines, who met
monthly to develop a plan.

John L. Kennedy, Vice President of IED, was the ch-oirman of
the Study Group, and Robert L. Chapman of 1ED was the

Project Director. Other merbers of the Study Group were
Murray Blumenthal, Travelers Research Center; Daie 3. Bussis,
1ED; Joseph L. Dionne, now with the California Test Bureau;
Richard D. Ellis, State University of New York at Albany:
Harry H. Harman, Educational Testing Service; Dani2) W,
Howland, Ohio State University; James I.. Malfetti, Teachers
College of Columbia University; Leonard Raymond, Nokil
lLesearch and Development Corporation; and Harold ¥. Schroder,
Princeton University. William E. Tarrants of the National
Highway Safety Bureau was an e¢x officfio menxer of the group:
Paul B. Carpenter w..s the IED Staff Assistant.
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The Study Group method is a technique of illuminating

salient aspects of a problem and applying a repertoire of
skills to its solution by bringing together in intimate
interaction a variety of disciplines--in this case, educators,
social and experimental psychologists, engineers, systems
analysts, and statisticians. This report describes their
activities in defining problems in evaluating driver
preparation programs, identifying alternative evaluaticn
plans, selecting a recommended plan, and developing a test
instrument for measuring driver proficiency.

PROBLEMS IN EVALUATING DRIVER PREPARATION PROGRAIMS

Improving traff.c safety and traffic flow is a systems
problem that requires improvements in the driving environ-
ment and in the vehicle, as well as in driver performance.
In full realization of the need for the systems approach,
we concentrated our attention upon one component of the
total traffic system, the driver, and upon improving his
proficiency.

To develop an appropriate evaluation plan requires that
three distinct issue:s be faced. In discussing the background
for our approach, I will take them up separately.

The first issue is: What are the driver performance variakles
that contribute to effective driving in the real world?

We emphasize that effective driving includes both the
avoidance of acciderts and the facilitation of traffic
flow. A driver must be able to cope with the situations
he encounters; he must be aware of the limits of his

owrs capabilities in relation to his vehicle and particu-
ler driving conditions, and he should operate within
those limits without impeding traffic flow. 1In
addition, some emergencies do arise from vehicle mal-
functions, from unexpected hazards in the driving
environmeit, and from the behavior of other motorists.

% driver should have some ability to cope with such
emerger.cies if he is to avoid accidents. We consider
that driver performance variables need to encompass not
only behind-the-wheel behaviors, but also management
judgments about vehicles and their use, citizen wisdom
in traffic safety matters, and indexes of individuil
maturity.

In reviewing the research that has been done, we found
that driver performence variables have not been derived
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from nor validated against performance criteria in

the real-world traffic system. The best that can be

done at this time is to pool the judgment of experts,
using what evidence is avaiiable, in constructing a
systematic set of hypotheses about relevant variables and
how to measure them.

The second issue i1s8: TO what extent and how can performance
on these variables be influenced?

Learning theory suggests that an effective learning
experience for increasing driver proficiency requires
that a student be exposed to a range of real wcrld
driving conditions, have the time and opportunity to
indulge in exploratory .ehavior and practice, and
have achievement on performance variables reinfcrced.

Typically, the design of driver education and training
programs falls short of this ideal. Programs operating
within the restrictive schedule of secondary schools
permit students only a few hours behind-the-wheel, in
very protected driving conditions. Little opportunity
is provided the student to explore the limits of his
capabilities in relation to the vehicle and to a range
of driving environments, or to assess the risks
associated with hazardous conditions. Emphasis is upon
the proper execution ¢of basic maneuvers, conforming

to traffic requlations, and being very careful, rather
than facilitating traffic flow.

More iinportantly, so long as relevant performance
variables have not been determined, proficiency in

all its aspects cannot be recognized and reinforced--
limit ing the eff.ct of that vital factor, reinforcement,
in the learning process. For too long, an unnecessary
burden has been placed on those responsible for driver
preparation, forcing them to conduct programs in

terms of performance variables they have to derive
intuitively.

Further, driving proficiency must not only be initially
acquired, but must also be maintained and updated. This
process is substantially influenced by other reinforcing
agents. Driver licensing and law enforcement practices,
community driving "norms",and involvement in accidents
do not provide appropriate reinforcement of driver
preparation programs.

The third issue i18: What interventions to influence driver
proficiency are feasible?
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We are continced tnat an evaluation program must be
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directed at the generic guestions of how, when, and
where influences can be brought to bear on improving
driver proficiency that will provide an appropriate
return on investment in the effort. It may be that

the positive effe~ts of driver preparation programs are
being negated by other influences on driving proficiency.

2n evaluation program should not be aimed either at justify-
ing increased emphasis on traffic safety in the educational
enterprise or at discrediting current programs; it must
stimulate innovations as well as trace their effects; it
should reduce uncartainties about the driving task and
driver preparation; it should also avoid disrupting

program continuity in the short run. And because driver
preparation must assume its appropriate priority among
other means for improving traffic safety and traffic flow,
an evaluation program must yield information to guide the
setting of priorities.

The limitations of past evaluation studies are ample warning
that evaluating the effects of driver preparation programs
is a challenging task. Ways must be found for collecting a
great deal of information for interpreting driving behavior
data in consideration of the kind and amount of exposure to
driving conditions and of other factors that complicate the
evaluation process. But human behavior has been effectively
studied empirically in guite complex environments, and

many powerful experimental and statistical techniques have
evolved. An effentive evaluation program can be conducted if
enough talznt and support can be brought to bear on a well-
conceived program.

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PLANS

We identified three alternative evalnation plans worthy
of condideration:

Plan I: Evaluating Program Characteristics
This plan concerns the quality of the
learning experience provided by the program
and focuses on the program's "openness"
and capacity to "grow."

Plan II: Evaluating Driver Proficiency
This plan employs a test of driver pro-
ficiency, derived by expert opinioa from
required real-world behavior, to determine
program effectiveness.
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Plan III: Validatiilg Program Effectiveness
This plan utilizes a validated test of
driver proficizncy to examine a broad
range of influenres, and interventions,
upon the acquisition and maintenance of
driver proficiency over the 1long term.

Plans I and II employ the best available judgment in
clarifying program objectives and improving the guality of
the learning experience for immediate application to short
term evaluation. Plan I emphasizes the "mean" and Plan II
emphasizes the "ends" of the educational process.

Plan III is a strategy for systematically gathering em-
pirical support for the need for and efficacy of innovations
in driver education and training over the long term.

Each of the plans is described in more detail, beginning
with Plan III.

Plan IIl: Validating Program Effectiveness

An evaluation plan that takes a fundamental approach to
examining the effectiveness of driver education and train-
ing programs requires a three-stage process, as shown in
Figure 1.
° Stage 1: Derive performance variables from

criteria of driver behavior in the real world,
using available evidence; obtain tests of driver
proficiency that measure these characteristics.

Stage 2: Validate these measures in the real world
to establish a set of empirical, intermediate
criteria by which driver preparation program gradu-
ates can be judged.

Stage 3: Examine driver education and training
programs themselves to see how w21l their graduates
score on the validated test of driver proficiency.

Stage 1:
We have already accomplished part of Stage 1 by developing a
draft of a driver proficiency test, to be described later

in this report. But preliminary data must be collected to
refine the test before it is ready for use in Stage 2.
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Stage 2:

The question to be answered in validating the tests of driver
proficiency is whether the instrument discriminates between
drivers that cope more successfully in *he real world and
those that perform less well. We maintain that, despite its
historical problems, the concept of criterion groups of
"good" and "poor" drivers can be employed in validating
performance variables if it is appropriately defined and
used. Criterion groups representing individuals of both
extremes of the continuums of performance variables must be
identified in terms of multiple criteria--not just in terms
of single factors such as number of accidents, shich in
isolation have proved to be guite unieliable.

Because test validation depends so critically upon isolating
groups of "good" and "poor" drivers, much effort is warianted
in selecting these groups. We propose that the candidates
for the criterion groups be found by obtaining nominatiorns
for the good and bad driver classifications, by reviewing
official records of the previous five years, and by secking
the cooperation of police departments in identifying
critical incidents (and the driver involved) in traffic
patterns. These canr<idates should then be interviewed tc
obtain corrected acc¢ident and violation records, the extent
and kind of driving exposure, and biographical information
(for proper interpretation of analysis results). By
combining all these data, criterion groups could be selectecd.

As an additional consideration in the validation, it is
proposed that two communities be used, one urkan and the
other rural, to be sure that performance variables relevant
to these distinc¢t driving environments are found.

In order to collect sufficient data for the validation
process, 200 "good"” drivers and 200 "poor" drivers are
neceded. Half of each criterion group would come from the
urban community, half ‘rom the rural. The driver profic-
iency test would be administered to these drivers and the
data analyzed to discover which of the subscores on the
instrument discriminate between the two criterion groups.

Stage 3:

Driver education and training programs themselves are eval-
uated in a cross-sectional study, a longitudinal study, and
broad-scale studies-.

The objective of the cross-sectional study is to determine
whether different driver education and training programs
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produce any differences in scores on the driver proficiency
test. To accentuate this question, one group of newly
iicensed drivers is included who have had no driver pre-
paration programs.

We propose that the validated test instvument be administered
to 400 graduates of each of three selected programs, and to
400 newly licensed drivers without formal prepa;ation

(a total of 1600 new drivers in all).

The longitudinal study would examine the very important
guestion of whether the good effects obtained from driver
preparation programs persist over time. A two-pronged
effort is advocated: firet, that the instrument be re-
administered at one, three, and six year intervals following
completion of the driver course; second, that real-world
measures of driving performance be obtained during this
period.

Four groups of 400 graduates of different driver preparation
programs, and a control group of 400 new drivers without
furmal training, are required, for a total of 2000 drivers
in all.

The broad-scale evaluation studies should be aimed at the
monitoring of marginal programs, at standard programs being
newly implemented in states previously without them, and

at exrerimental programs.

Actually, Plan JII might better be termed a strategy than a
plan because it is dynamic and has intervention points at
which decisions are required--to revise the tests, data
collection procedures, or analysis methods or, in fact, to
terminate the investigation because encouraging results
have not been obtained.

Plan Il: Evaluating Driver Proficiency

This plan employs tests of driver proficiency, prior to

their validacion, to examine the extent to which driver
preparation programs influence behavior in the direction

of driver proficiency. 1t can be applied to all types of
programs~-those in secondary and commercial schcwls and those
for adult retraining and teacher preparation.

Comparisons of the effectiveness of different types of

driver preparation programs could k2 made in the short
term by testing graduates of the respective programs (and
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r a control group with no formal training). Conclusions about
- the value of the respective programs would have to be
tentative until the validity of the test instrument was
demonstrated.

Plan I: Evaluating Program Characteristics

The value of this evaluation plan is predicated upon the
immediate benefits to be realized by encouraging interaction
among all the elements of the driver preparation system.
Plan I focuses upon the guality of the learning experience
provided by the driver education and training program with
emphasis upon the program's "openness" and ability to make
use of "feedback" about its effectiveness. It is more
directly applicable to the evaluation of driver preparation
programs in secondary schools.

We propose that programs be rated by a combination of
their scores on two scales:
o
The Program Element Sc¢ale. Scores are based on
the degree of conformity to criteria believed to
be minimally required for an effective program.

The "Openness" Scale. ScoresS are based on a
program's ability to generate and incorporate
new knowledge and to benefit from experience.
Provisicns for external review, for feedback, for
innovation, for research, and for the use of
research findings are criteria of "openress."

The "openness" scale, and the particular use of the program
element scale, distinguish this evaluation plan from
traditional accreditation procedures.

RECOMMENDED EVALUATION PLAN

As the result of comparing the benefits and shortcomings, and
the short and lorg term implications, of each of che three
alternative plans, the Study Group concluded that the three
plans are not independent approacnes to evaluating driver
preparation programs but are complementary, iterative

phases of an Gverall, integrated evaluation plan.

) Plan I focuses on the "means" and Plan II upon the "ends"

l in the short term; the results from Plan III can be used to
wodify Plans I and i1I in the longer cange. With the em-
pirical support provided by Plan IIi, Plan I can be used to
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evaluate prcgrams of a particular type while Plan II can
have a complementary use in comparing effectiveness among
types of driver preparation programs.

The Study Group, therefore, recommends integrating Plans
I, 11, and III into an iterative, progressively more per-
tinent evaluation of driver preparation programs. The
next figure shows how these plans relate to each other
over a five- to ten-year period.

Separately, or in combination, Plans I and II cannot but
help to influence the quality of the learning experience
for the student in the direction of becoming more relevant
to proficiency on driver performance variables. For
exam»le, their use would expose these shortcomings in
current practices:

° Lack of clear cut program objectives

Lack of focus upon the desired behavior changes

Lack of feedback to programs on how their
graduates fare in the real world

Lack of awareness of useful research findings
Lack of openness to changa and improvement

Lack of emphasis upon behind-the-wheel experience,
especially in a less protected environment

Methods of short term evaluation must be developed and
employed. Plans I and II serve this purpose, but they also
represent means of transition towards the acceptance and

use of empirical findings such as are obtained from Plan III.

Plan TII is a technically sound design for establishing
empirical support for the contents of Plans I and II.

Unless the initial forms of Plans I and II are recogrized as
preliminary steps towards an adequate evaluation of driver
preparation programs, the benefits to be realized from

their use in the short term may be negated by the failure

to seek revisionrs in them.

TEST OF DRIVER PROFICIENCY

The need for a test instrumenl to measure individual driver
proficiency is integral to both Plans II and 1II. In order
to determine what driver performance variables might be
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relevant, we chose L0 pool expert judgments in a systematic
way, using available evidence to define content areas. The
research .iterature was sea:ched for those variables with

a demonstrable relation to traffic safety and traffic flow;
this list wes then made comprehensive by including the

most credible hypotheses on which we could agree.

We would prefer to measure performance rather than paper-
and-pencii behavior whenever possible. Although emphacis

is on the integrated "whole" driver, content variables can

be readily classified into driver knowleuge, driver atiitudes,
and driver periormance. Measures of knowledge and attitude
are included in the test instrument because these components
interact with skill in establishing driver behavior.

We found that for a variety of reasons the existing tests in
the areas of knowledge, attitude, and performance were not
satisfactory and that cests would have to be developed if
the proposed evaluation plans were to be implemented
effectively.

The Driver Information Test provides subscores on these
fourteen aspects of driver knowledge: alcohol, drugs,
vehicle packaging, vehicle condition, highway environment,
speed-force relations , emergency responser, traffic flow,
hasic skills, hazard perception, response to hazards,
commitment to safety, driver licensing, and trip planning.

The Driver Attitude Test has four parts. The first of these
measures both the realism and directionality of expectaticns
about traffic sa’ety. The second measures the inter-
nalization of safety standards. The third utilizes the
mcasures obtained from the sStable and Impulsive subscalec

of the Thurstone Temperament Schedule. The fourth measures
attitudes abcout risk.

The Performance Test is divided into three parts, each
approximately 30 minutes long, to be given in sequential
crder on separate occasions. Part A includes static testing
as well as the measurement of basic skills. The test

starts at a test facility and progresses to live traffic as
the testee demonstrates the necessary’ competance. Part B
measures the testee's perception of and avoidance of
hazards, and his response to emergencies. This test is
conducted at a test facility, and inclucer “esting on a
simulator. Part C is concerned with advan~.d driving skills,
smoothness of vehicular control, and facilitation of traffic
flow; it is conducted on a freeway or similar roadway.

Parts A and C are conducted over firzed routes to hold high~
way characteristics and required driving maneuvers as
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constant as possible. Tnstrumented data is collected
throughout the route; additional checklists are designed so
that a rater can sequentially attend to driver response to
specific situations.

We believe that we have designed a test instrument that
represents improvement over tests that are available--

in terms of comprehernsiveness and of techniques for better
getting at gualities of interest.

CONCLUSJIONS

The IED Study Group is well aware of the technical challenge
involved in evaluating driver preparation programs:

© Difficulties in finding hard data about effective
driving prerformance in the real world

Complexities of the driving task and how to
identify the elements of it

Relations between driver preparation on one hand
and other institutional influences upon driver
behavior

Controversy about the usefulness of intermediate
variables as surrogates for real world driving
performince

Practical difficulties in making changes in
existing programs

We interpreted our task as requiring a very specific action
plan--~one that included substantive hypotheses about effective
driving behavior rather than mere reiteration of the nced

for further research. We find these recommendations imperative:

First that berause improving traffic safety and traffic
flow is a systems problem, the National Highway Safety
Bureau must guide its support of component studies by
cost/effectiveness decisions based on systems analysis
of the interactions among components that affect

the achievement of system goals. In this connection,
complementary programs in the areas of driver licensing,
law enforcement, and driver preparation are required if
driver performance is to be improved.

O
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Second, that Plans I, II, and III, as outlined by the

IED 3tudy 3roup, be implemented concurrently to

provide complementary evaluation techniques for up-

dating driver preparation programs that can be iteratively
and progressively improveé on the basis orn adequate
empirical evidence.

Vie believe that substantial inroads on this problem can be
made for an expenditure of $3 million over a decade, a
fraction of the -amount that may be spent or. driver prep-
aration programs each year with little assurance that the
return justifies the investment.

Only by an evaluation program that includes the technically
sound design of Plan III can traffic safety be removed from
the —ealm of folklore and can the necessary scientific

and technical knowledge be brought to bear on the problem.
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RESEARCH IN DRIVER EDUCATION

John J. Conger

vice President for Medical Affairs
University of Colorado

Denver

Dr. Conger recefved s B.A, degree magna cum laude from Amherst
College in 1943, and sfter vartime dervice with the U.5. Nasvy aboard
destroyer escorts, he received his M.5. and Ph.D., degrees in
psychology from Yale University, grsdumting in 1949,

After tesching in the graduvate and medical schools at Indiana
University, he joined the faculty of the University of Coloradc
School of Medi:ine in 1353 as professor and head of the Division

of Clinical Psychology, Department of Psychiatry. He aerved as
Associate Dean Of the Medical Bchool from 1961 to 1963, and aa

Dean from 1963 to 1968. He was also appointed as Vice president for
Medical Affaira of the Unlversity in 1963, s position which he still
helds,

Dr. Conger is a member of the Policy and Planning Bosrd, American
Psychological Asaccliation: the Notional Motor Vahicle Safety Advisory
Councily and tha Netional Adviscry Mental Health Council., He served
previously as Chairman of the Resestch Committee of the Advisory
Council of the Fresident's Cormittee On Traffic Safety: and has Leen
a mewber .f the mccident research study section of the Wational
Institutes of Health and, durlng the past year, tha Secretary's
Advisory Committes on Traffic Sefety., Depsctment of Health,
Education, and Welfare,

Among his books 4rs the bestselling textbook, Child Development and
Personality,and Psrsonality, Socis Clul lnd Belinquency. fle is the
suthor of numeroul gcientific or [3 «1ds of child and
adolescent devalopment, accident nuuch. and »edical education, and
f{s » member of the editorisl board of the Journsl of Medical Pducation
and the Traffic Safety Ressarch Review.

Mounting national concern with the rising toll of death and
disability on our highways, as reflected in recent Federal
legislation, has brought all elements of the highway safety
problem under increasingly sharp scrutiny - the highway,

the vehicle, and the driver himself. In the process, dormant
controversies regarding the effectiveness of driver education
have been reawakened, and there has been a rapid resurgence
of research interest in this field,.

The dimensions of the problem can be stated very simply.

In 1966-67, we were providing some sort of driver educaticn
for about two million high school studernts in this country,
or about 54% of all those eligible, at a total annual
operating cost of approximately $142 million. As a result
of Federal, state, and private incentives, the percentage
of students involved is continuing to expard rapidly, and
it appears likely that our national investment in high
school driver education may exceed 1.3 pillion dollars over
the next five years. Comma2rcial and special purpose programs
are estimated to invol-.e another two million adoliescents
and adults a year, at an annual operating cost of $225
million.

Obviously, the nation is involved in z major effort in the
field of driver education. The question being asked is how
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effective is this investment, both in and of itself and in
relation to other urgent claims upon limited resources? Or,
couched in terms of currently popular Washingtonese, what is
the cost-benefit ratio?

It appears clear that we cannot hope to evaluate the
effectivennes of any experimental procedure without knowing
first what the goals of the procedure are, or, stated in
more scientific terms, what the relevant criteria are. Thus,
in the case of driver education, we need to know if our goal
is to provide entrance-level driving skills in an efficient
and broadly available fashion; to inform future citizens
regarding the national transportation and safety problems
they will be confronted with in the future; to reduce the
mounting toll of accidents and violations over the near,
itermediate, or longer term; or some combination of these

or other aims.

It is not my task here to attempt to prescribe what our

goal or goals - our criteria - should be, although clearly
this should be an urgent concern for all of us. The
historical fact, however, is that the primary criteria for
effectiveness which have been employed tu date involve
reductions in the incidence of accidents and violations, and,
in particular, incidencs of driver responsible accidents
over varying periods of time.

One might wish to argue about whether these are or are not
the most realistic or appropriate criteria for evaluating
the effectiveness of driver education, but they have
unquestionably been the most widely employed in most research
in this field, and for a vcry simple reason. Historically,
the overriding justification for driver education offered
by driver educators themselves, in their efforts to convince
the public and the educational system of the curricular
importance of this subject, was the need to reduce injury
and death on cur highways, and the presumed effectiveness

of driver education in helping to achieve this goal.

In the early days of driver education programs, this argument
was based largely on "common sense,” or as we say in the
trade, "construct validity." Somewhat more recently,
however, a substantial number of studies were conducted
which appeared to reinforce "common sense" with solid
statistical support. In 1964, Ross McFarland {6) summarized
a number of these studies, involving a total of 1226
accidents and 300,536 driver months (Figure 1). In general,
these studies appeared to indicate that the accident rates
of trained drivers were only about half as high as those of
untrained drivers, at least for the first few years of
driving., Similar ratios were obtcined for both males and
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females, although the overall incidence of accidents for
fe.nales was, of course, much smaller than that for males.
Many of these reports also showed fewer violations of traffic
regulations by trained drivers, and indicated that classroom
instruction supplemented by behind-the-wheel trairing was
more effective than classrzoom instruction alone.

At first blush, such findings appeared to provide clear
evidence of the value of driver education in reducing
eccidents and violations, and they certainly appeared to
place driver education alongside motherhood and apple pie

in terms of its unquestioned goodness. In fact, in 1961
zfter reviewing the resulics of earlier studies, the National
Education Association in a booklet entitled "Summary of
Fesults of Studies Evaluating Driver Education' was led to
conclude:

The necessity for further large-scale investi-
gating of the records of trained and untrained
drivers on the same level of investigation is
not indicated by this report. The evidence
presented herein well establishes the merits of
driver education.

Unfortunately, however, it appears that doubting Thomases
are always with us, and that even those who themselves are
not without sin remain ready to cast the first stone. Just
as there continue to be devil's advocates who insist upon
pointing out the joys of sin, who view motherhood as the
source of the population crisis, or who wonder aloud about
whether apple pie may not bhe carcinogenic, there were those
who reained skeptical, despite the apparent finality of ttre
NEA's encyclical, about the effertiveness of a limited
course in driver education in apparently reducing accidants
ard violations so dramatically. As a result, a number of
them insisted on looking at the data and the experimental
controls «mployed a bit more closely.

In an infamous study conducted at the University of
Colorado School of Medicine by Rainey, Walsmith, and myself
(9), the persona'ity characteristics of students voluntarily
electing driver education were compared with those of
students electing not to take it, on the not unreasonable
assumption, concurred in by some of my colleagues in driver
education, that in a frece-choice situation adolescents with
certain kinds of personality characteristics might be more
likely both to elect driver education and to be motivated
to drive safely. If so, ther the presumed causal relation-
ship between driver education and reduced acciderts and
violations might, in fact, be due in part at least to the
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pre~-driving personality characteristics of these youths,
rather than solely to the effects of driver education
itself.

The findings of this study appeared to lernd some credence

to the hypothesis. After controlling for the potentially
distorting effects on any results of such factors as
socioeconomic status, schools attended, access to cars,

and the like, we found that youths wanting driver education
differed significantly on a variety of personality measures
from their more indifferent peers who did not want it.
{Table 1). Thus, on the Guiford-Zimmerman Temperament
Survey, non-driver educationi subjects revealed a signifi-
cantly higher general activity level; more ascendant,
assertive behavior; more interest in social participation;
and stronger masculine interests. In terms of values, as
measured by the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values,
driver education subjects showed significantly higher
esthetic values. On the Ca'ifornia Mental Health Analysis,
both groups of students fell in the normal range, tut driver
education subjects tended to feel less blandly confident of
their personal inadegquacy, more concerned about possible

or imagined presence of physical defects, and less oblivious
to "nervous manifestations.” 1In brief, driver education
subject s appeared to be somewhat more introspective, more
sensitive; and more esthetic in their interests, and to

feel somewhat less self-assured and more concerned with
their pLysical and mental health. 1In contrast, non-driver
aducation subjects tended to be more active generally, more
ascendant and assertive, and more oriented toward gregarious,
out-going, masculine social interests.

In a somewhat similar vein, William Asher studied a
representative national sample of high school seniors, using
data from Project TALENT (2). On a wide variety of measures
available from this survey he compared students who had and
who had not taken driver training when it was available.

In brief summary, he found that driver education students,

in contrast to their non-driver education peers, scored
higher in knowledge of literature, music, social studies,
mathematics, and biological sciences. They also scored
higher in such measures of intelligence as abstract
reasoning, reading comprehension, and mathematical ability.
They were more likely to have taken foreign language courses,
and to have plans for going on to college. 1In their personal
lives, driver education subjects were more likelv to have
started earning money at a younger age and were likely to
have fewer dates per week.

Thus, it appeared that precexisting personality characteris-
tics might serve as a selective factor in driver educc.ion,
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TABLE !

Personality YTest Measures Significantly Discriminating

3
Driver Education and non-Driver Education Groups

Driver Non-driver Level of
Education Education  Significance
(N=52) (N=104) fbelow .05)
Test M sD M sD
Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey
General Activity 16.25 L4.40 18.72 5.00 p<.005
Ascendance 13.88 4.32 16,78 4.93 p<.00l
Social Iuterest 18,12 5.58 21,03 5.95 P <.005
Masculinity 19.88 4,20 21.34 3.95 p<.0S
Allport-Vernon-Lindzey
Study of Values (Mod.)
Aesthetic 35.50 6.27 32.33 6.22 p<.005
California Mental
Health Analysis
Feelings of Inadequacy 13.33  L.77 15.38 3.30 p<.005
Physical Defects 18,02 2.96 19.17 1.5 pg.005
Nervous Manifestations 15.56 3.56 17.06 2.27 p<.005

3a romparisons made by Analyses of Verlance techniques with 1 and
1L6 degrees of freedom used to determine the level of significance.
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and thus should be controlled in one fashion or another

in studies of driver-education effectiveness. Other studies
have indicated that accident and violation rates may be
influenced by exposure (miles driven per year under various
driving conditions), age, sex, socioeconomic status,
education, intelligence, and the like (3, 5, 7). Consequently,
these also should be controlled in any definitive study,
either by random assignment to experimental and control
groups, or, if this is not possible, by matching or covari-
ance statistical techniques. Furthermore, since accidents
and violations constitute elusive, not always reliable,

and relatively infrequent criterion measures, these measures
themselves need to be well defined and measured, and wo

need adequate numbers of cases available over a sufficiently
long pericd of time.

When earlier studies were reexamined for their degree of
adherence to the need for controlling for the potential
effects of such wvariables to avoid distorting the results,
they were rather consistently found lacking, and th=z results
of more recent, better controlled studies cast considerable
doubt on the validity of these earlier findings. Most
notably lacking in earlier studies were controls for
exposure. And yet we now know that both driver education
subjects tend to driver fewer miles and that mileage is
correlated with accidents and exposure. For example, in a
Marine Corps study, McGuire (7) found that accident- and
viclation-free subjects w«veraged onlv half as many milies
driven in a two-year period as thase who had at least crie
accident associated with a moving violation. McSuire and
Kersh, and our own investigations of high school students,
revealed similar but not as extreme findings.

What do we find when we examine the results of more recent,
bettexr controlled studies? 1In onc of the more extensive
investigations, 3,878 males and 2,786 females in the age
range 16-19 were involved in a state-wide investigation in
California by Coppin, Ferdun, and Peck (4). The subjects
were divided into three groups: tLock driver training
(abcut 65%); did not take driver training (28.8%); and

drxi :r training not offered (6.2%). The average numbers of
accidents and violations sustained uver a cne-year period
were then computed for each group. The resulis for
accidents for both males and females (Figure?2 ) show that
no significant differences for either sex were chtained
between those who took and those who did not take driver
education. In the case of violations, however, (Figure3 )}
there was a sigrificant difference in favor of trained
drivers (p<.0l). Thus it wnuld appear initially, at least
in this California study, that driver education procduced
fewer violatiou., but not fewer accidents.
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But what about the pctentially distorting effect of exposure,
which we have previous!v noted? If the trained group had
driven a significantly greater numbeyr of miles, any failure
to find a lower accident freguency for the trained group
could pos=ibly be explained by the greater exposure of this
group. What do we actually find? We found that trained
males ac:ually arive significantly fewer miles than the
untrained mzles. For females, the small differences in

mean miles driven are not statistically significant. Thus,
as Coppin notes, if anything, tha trained male group should
have been favored in any driving reccrd comparison and the
trained females unaffected. This fact renders the superior
violation record of the trained males somewhat uncertain.

On the cther hand, the failure to find an accident reduction
for the trained group appears even more conclusive (Table 2).

This study also ruled out, through appropriate statistical
analysis, any bias due to possible age differences between
groups as well as exposure. It did not, however, take into>
account the possible influence of such additionai factors
as socioeconomic status, intelligence, educational background,
and the 1like. Such an attempt was recently made in a study
by Wilbur Miller, Robert Rainey and myself (3). Three
grouos of male Denver High School students served as
subjects. All students were at the same school grade level,
and the mean ages of students in all three grours were
comparable. The first group consisted of 108 students who
had elected formal driver education, including behind~the-
wheel training, and who had completed i~ (Group 1). Group
II consisted of 195 students who had indicated in a survey
that they wanted to take driver education, but who for one
reason or another had been unable to do so (insufficient
facilities, conflicts with other course work, etc.).

Since the assignment of subjects to Groups I and II was not
done randomly by the investigators but resulted from the
student's life situation, it might be suspected that
members of the two grouups would differ in a number of
important characteristics, as indeed proved to be the case.
Group II was made up of 314 students who did not wish to
take driver education training, and consequently did not
take it.

Our basic reasoning was that, if Group I and II, both of
which wanted to take driver education, performed similarly
and significantly better than Group III which did not want
to take it, it would indicate that the subject's prior
personality and attitudes were of primary importance in
determining future driving behavior. If, on the other hand,
Groups II and III, neither of which actually took formal
driver training, performed similarly or significantly worse
than Group I which did take it, it would suggest that the
driver training experience itself was of dominant importance.

N
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All subijects in the three groups were initially compared
with respect to exposure, socioeconomic status, intelli-
gence, accidents, points, and violations over a four-year
period. It was found that Group I (those electing and
taking driver education training) scored most favorably on
all three criterion mszasures. The results showed that
statistically significant mean differences were obtained

for points and violations--with Group I scoring cc :siderably
lower than either Group II or Group III (Table 3). In the
case for which the subject is judged resporn;ible differ-
ences were not large enough to achieve statistical signifi-
cance. Despite differences in method, these results appear
to be in general agreement with those of Coppin, Ferdun, and
Peck in their much larger Cali fornia study.

Simply on the basis of our findings, it might appear that
electing and taking driver education significartly improved
the young male's overall record in the early yecars of
driving, at least insofar as points and moving violations
are concerned. However, a closer examinaticn of the three
groups revealed that they differed in their composition.
Subjects in Group I had the highest average IQ of the three
groups, tied with Group III for most favorable socioeconomic
status, and had by far the lowest driviag exposure. Thig,
of course, raised the possibility that the better driving
records of Group I subjects might have been de' ~rmined, at
least in part, by reduced exposure to situations in which
violations might occur and by more favorable socioeconomic
and IQ status. Again, these findings appear cc nparable to
those of Coppin, Ferdun, and Peck indicating that male
students taking and passing driver training programs drove
significantly fewer wiles per year than students who did
not take driver training. Also, in a related vein, the
study by Asher already described, and a recent study orf
New York students both indicate that scholastic standing is
related inversely to accident and violations records (1).

In order to control for the possible effects of non-driver
education variables, subjects in each of these three new
groups were inaividually matched as closely as pnssible
across groups on exposure, Socioeconomic status, and IQ.
The data were then analyzed again. What was the result?
Table 4 indicates that the significant differences on
points and violations originally found are =liminated.
While Group I still has the lowest absolute number of
points and violations, neither of these differences any
longer approaches statistical significance. However,
previously insignificant mean differences in responsible
accidents now become significant at the .05 level, with
Group I manifesting fewer accidents than Groups II or III.
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Lest I be drummed out of this gathering for statistical
nihilism, I weould like to point out that, as in this
instance, improved experimental controls can apparently
sometimes rescue a presumed effect rather than destroy it.
Thus, while we found no significant differences in accident
rates between our three groups before we controlled for
exposure, IQ, and sociciéconomic status, such an effect did
emerge after instituting such controls. However, the
guestion still remains whether our findings would continue
to hold up with larger groups of subjects, with subjects
receiving other kinds of driver education, with girls, and
so on.

A recent study by McGuire and his associates would appear
to temper our optimism (7). In a Mississippi study, he
compared 158 students for whom formal driver education was
the main method by which they had learned to drive, with a
series of matched samples of subjects who reported that
they had no formal instruction in learning to drive, but
had either taught themselves, been taught by peers, friends,
or parents, or a combination. In the case of accidents,
subjects were matched on sex, age, occupation, type of
license applied for, and percentage of local driving. (It
had been previously determined that these variab?!:s accounted
for most of the relationship between varinus biugraphical
factors and accidents.) After matching on these variables,
no significant differences between the two groups were
found in numbers of responsible accidents. 1In ore compari-
son involving a total of 290 drivers, 56 in the trained
group had one or more accidents over a two-year period, as
compared with 58 in the untrained group. 1In a second
sample, the ccmparable numbers of accident-individuals

were 52 and 46, respectively. Thus, when matchel samples
were employed, there were no significant differe ices in
accident rates between the trained and untrained groups.

When subjects in the two groups were compared on viclations
prior to appropriate matching for relevant variables,
results similar to Coppin's and to those from our own
unmatched groups were obtained: driver education subjects
had significantly fewer violations. After matching,
however, these differences disappeared.

Finally, a word might be said about a study by Mr. Norman M.
Thomas (12). Mr. Thomas, a statistician at the Boston
Edison Compuany, became concerned about whether driver
education actually lowered the accident rate. !2 decided
to compute for the period 1955-65 the number cof automobiles
entering the Massachusetis population “hat had keen
gualified by the Insurance Commission to be operat: d by
drivers under twenty-five who .. socuived approved driver
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training. He plotted on the same graph the insurance

claim frequency for all vehicles listed as being insured
with drivers under the age of twenty-five for the same
decade. His assumption was that as the trained driving
populaticr jradually included a significantly larger
percentag~ of the total under 25 vehicle population a
similar, inverse change should take place on the claim
frequency. In other vords, he reasoned, if driver education
tends to reduce accidents, then fewer accident claims should
be filed as the percentage of trained drivers increases.

His results showed that there is no apparant relationship
between claim frequency and the number of trained drivers

in the State of Massachusetts (Figure 4). As McGuire notes,
this type of study allows rnly an inference to be made, as
opposed to an experimental design from which cause-and-effect
relationships may be determined. However, the directness

of the logic and the simplicity of presentation is striking
and certainly offers anple evidence for closer examination

>2f the idea that driver education influcices accident
frequency (7).

Where does all this leave us? If arguments in favor of
investing very substatial and scarce safety resources on
driver education are to continue to be based on presumed
evidence of its value in reducing accidents, or even
violations (which incidentally only correlate about .10 to
.20 with accidents), then one is leaning con a shaky reed
indeed. If driver educacion, of some sort, or with some
subjects, does indeed significantly reduce susceptibility
to some or all kinds of accidents, the weight of the
evidence suggests that this remains to be demonstrated.

It may well be that some kinds of driver education exist,
cr could be devised, that are capaktle of reducing accident
susceptibility for some kiads of subjects under certain
conditions. 1If this should be our rypothesis, we ought to
get on with the job of investigating more systematically
the nature of the driving task itself, the extent to which
current driver education courses involve training appropriate
to the demands of the driving task, and the extent to which
new approaches might do the job better. Despite the fact
that many present courses can be categorized in terms of
their degree of conformity to th~? so-calleil 20-and-60
format, it seems probable that many of these courses differ
from one another in more subtle and substantive ways. One
of the inputs in any analysis of the driving task might
concentrate on relatively rare, but vitally important
responses to emergency situations.
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Further, it may well be that all students Ao not have the
same driver education needs - either in terms of attitudes,
knowledge, or skills. There is some evidence that different
kinds of subjects may, at least relatively, k. likely to be
involved in different kinds of accidents. T am convinced
that there is room for a great deal more imagination in the
development of techniques for approaching the education -
both in terms of skills and attitudes - of, for example,
adolescent boys, taking into account the many psychological
variables operating at this stage of psychosocial development.
One interesting approach along this line is represented by
the current investigations of Donald Pelz and his colleagues
at the University of Michigan (8, 11).

I would venture a guess that unless we develop better
methods of analyzing the critical aspects of the driving
task itself, unless we find better ways of differentiating
one course from another, in terms of underlying rather than
formal characteristics, unless we relate particular methods
to particular types of subjects, and unless we try, in at
least some test cases, a total-push approach to driver
education, then our chances of finding truly significant
influences on accident or violation rates will remain
relatively small. Furthermore, unless we also control in
our evaluations for the effects (in either direction) of
potentially covarying influences such as sex, age, socio-
economic status, intelligence, and nature and extent of
driving exposure, unless we can deal with large enough
numbers of cases over long ennungh periods of time, and unless
our criterion measures in terms of accidents and violations
are themselves reliable and valid (as is too often not the
case currently), we will not know whether a significant
influence of driver education in relation to these measures
has been exerted or not.

One must also bear in mind that when we speak of trained
versus untrained drivers, we are not being precisely
accurate. The so-called ‘'intrained driver is actually an
individual who has been trained, either poorly or well,
outside the context of a driver education course, and this
may in some instances make the job of demonstrating
independent effects of driver education courses more
difficult. Thus, for example, a boy given fifty hours of
on-the-road instruction by a relative who happens to be an
expert driver under a wide variety of driving conditions,
together with lots of reading and discussion, could provide
formidable competition for the typical 30-and-t course.
Yet we really know next to nothing about how non-diiver
education ¢ 1bjects actually do learn to drive.

Thus far, I have concentrated largely on the criterion
measures nf accidents and violations because these have
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received greatest attention. There may, of course, be other
goals, as a number of experts in driver education nave
pointed out, such as conveuient and efficient provision of
entry-level driving skills, knowledge of the transportation
system, general safety education, emergency care or first
aid training, and so on. These may also constitute per-
fectly valid goals. But if we are to be expected to
provide research evidence regarding the efficacy of driver
education in meeting these other goals, it is clear that
they must be clearly spelled out, and that well-planned,
scientifically controlled ways of investigating them need
to be devised.

Above all, we need to get away from cliches and myths, and,
worst of all, the bland perpetuation cf obvious error.
Driver education, as the Secretary's Adviscry Committee
Report (10) notes, faces many of the problems of education
in general. Just as we are not going to stop sending
ch'ldren to school ‘until we know more abnut the effects of
scnooling on pexformance, it does not appear likely that

we are going to suspend driver educatior programs, pending
more adequate research information. But while operational
programs continue, we all frce a challenge and a responsi-
bility to exercise all the ingenuity we can muster to learn
more about the nature of the human-task interaction that is
driver education, and ways of improving it and of investi-
gating its effects in a reliable and valid manner.
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HODEKN LEARNING PRINCIPLES AND DRIVER EDUCATION

Robert M. Gagné
Professor of Education and Psychology
University of California, Berkeley

Dr. Gagne is a Professor in the Department of Education, Lniversity

of Californla, Berkeley, in the field of educational psychology. He
recelved his undergraduate education at ¥ale University, and his
doctoral degree in experimental psychology from Brown University in
1940, ¥He has been actively engaged In research on human le:crning

for many years,

From 1958 to 1962, Dr. Gagn€ was a professor of Psychology at Princetor
University, where he carried out a series of studies cr the acquisition
of knowledge and collsborated with the University of Maryland
Mathemalics Project in studies of mathematics learning. Trom 1962-

65, he was the Director of Pesearch of the American Institites for
Aenenarch, where he was concerned with general supervision of research
programs on human perforrmance, instructional methods, educational
objectives. design and evsluaijon cf curricula and educational
procedures. Him writings during this period dealt particularly with
methods of instruction, problem-salving, &nd the conditions of learning.
In his current position, he has continued his research on the learning
of school subjects.

Arong hig publications are "The Acquisition of Knewledqe®, Fasychological
Review, 1962, 69, 355-365; The Conditions of .earning, New York: Hﬂilr
ETneRirt and WiRston, j965: and "Contributions of feéarning to

Huranh Development™, Psychological Pevlew, 1368, 275, 177-131.

In many fields of education, when one searches for clues
concerning the relations between principles of learning
and approaches to instruc*ion, he finds data from a number
of carefully done empirical studies to guide him. Such is
the case, for example, with a subject like mathematics, or
with a s''bject like reading. It is true to a more limi+ d
extent for the learning of science, and to a still more
limited degree for social studies. In the field of driver
education, however, it is quite apparent from the outset
that information about how people learn to drive, how

fast they learn to drive, and how well they learn to drive
is sparse indeed.

Accordingly, my approach to the topic must be determined
by this absence of gquantitative intormation and data.
Rather than summarxizing for you what has been found about
the acquisition of competence in automobile driving, I
shall need to describe instead what general conclusions
about learning, drawn mainly from tasks other than driving
itself, can be applied to the design of instruction in
driver education., 1In doing this, I shall not neglect,
however, whatever findings appear to he relevant to this
subject to be found in research sources,
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Being a good automobile driver is evidently a complex
affair., It surely must include the following components:

1. Moving the vehicle at near-zero speeds in various
directions and into spaces of restricted dimen-
sions. Exarple: Parking, backing into a design-
ated space.

2. Moving the vehicle at moderate to high speeds in
a manner which follows certain reference "tracks,'
such as those of the road edge, including going
around corners and curves. Example: Road and
highway driving, no traffi-.

3. Driving on roads and highways containing other
vehicles, people, or objects, in such & manner as
to avoid collisions. Example: Driving in
traffic.

4. Executing signals, braking, and other acts whose
effect is to aid the progress and safety of other
drivers an. vehicles. The best known example:
Using turn or hand signals.

5. In moderate to high speed driving, responding to
unpredictable events by carrying out proper
emergency actions. Example: Turning off the
road to avoid a sudden obstacle.

6. Carrying out procedures which are legally pre-
scribed, regarding such acts as speed control,
stopping at intersections, signalling, parking,
and many others. Examples: Stopping at a red
light; yielding to traffic at a yield sign;
keeping within posted speed limits.

If gocd driving is such a complex matter, one surely must
avoid, first of all, any assumption that there is some
single essence to it. One cannot say that good driving is
"really" a matter of proper fundamental skills, or a matter
of proper attitudes, nothing more. On th2 contrary, good
driving is all the things I have mentioned. The skills and
attitudes relevant to each one of them must be learned.
None can be omitted.

Varieties of Learning

One of the ideas from the field of learning vesearch which
can usefully be applied to the problem of driviug instruc-
tion is that there are different varieties of learning,
each leading to a different kind of capability, and each
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requiring a different set of instructional conditions
(1, 2). 1If competent driving is a complex matter, then
it should be possible to reduce this complexity by
identifyinc the different types of learning that are
involved in the separate kinds of performance required.
Having done this, it should be possible to state what
conditions of instruction will be most effective for.
accomplishing the learning in each case, and what
conditions will be less effective.

If we examine the six kinds of driving activities I have
mentioned, it can be seen that they comprise several
different kinds of learning, each requiring different
instructional conditions for optimal effectiveness.

For example, Number 2, driving the vehicle on the road, is
primarily a motor chain, or a motor skill, and is composed
of no other kind of learning to any great extent. It is
by no means the only motor skill involved in driving--in
fact, there are many-~but it does have this character al-
most exclusively. Does it have to hLg,learned? Certainly
it does. One must learn to follow theé road, whether
straight or curved, at moderate to high speeds. Perhaps
the most important thing to be noted about this kind of
activitity is that it requires certain conditions for its
learning; these are practice under a variety of "tracks"”
with the vehicle itself. Learning a motor skill requires
the stimulation provided by kinesthetic feedback from the
muscles. It requires, in popular language, "getting the
feel of the car." Furthermore, it cannot be acquired in
any other way. One can give oral instruction that is end-
less, without accomplishing this kind of learning. Simul-
ated practice is also of very little use, unless the
simulator in fact reproduces the "feel” of the vehicle,
which would entail useless expense. There mmust be practice
with the car, on the road. Nothing else will accomplish
the desired learning.

A slightly different example is Number 1, moving the
vehicle in various directions at near-zero speeds., Here,
what is being learned are various vrocedures, such as
putting the car in particular positions, backing, turning,
and others. Now these are what I call "rule-governed
behavior," since they require the individual to accomplish
a class of actions to a class of stimuli. (Please note
that rule does not refer to a verbalized rule, such as
"always look kehind," but rather to behavior that is regul-
ated in a predictable manner.) However, although these
procedures are predictgble in their effects, they incorpor-
ate simpler forms of behavior which are also motor chains.
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Moving the car -forward at minimal speed is one; moving it
backward at minimal speed is another; turning the wheels
while moving at these speeds is a third; and surely a
number of others can be identified.

As a first step, then, we are back again with the require-
ment for learning motor chains -- that they must be practiced
directly, using the vehicle itself, in order for learning to
take place. There are no shortcuts to the effects of direct
practice. As a second step, however, these simpler motor
chains must be put together into longer sequences called
procedures, which are governed by riles. In learning these,

there are some advantages to practicing in a somewhat abstract

manner. For example, one may ask the question: How do you
proceed to turn the car around on a two-lane road? Being
able to answer this question verbally has some advantages for
the person whou is learning to drive. However, it obviously
does not accomplish the needed integration of simpler motor
skills into a smoothly flowing procedure.

Number 3, driving so as to avoid collisions, is again a
slightly different kind of learned activity. First of all,
it assumes that such motor skills as have previously been
mentioned have already been learned. In this case, the
driver-learner must acquire a different set of rules. The
effect of these rules is not at all to improve his "feel

of the car,” or his skill at "maneuvering.” Instead, their
effect is to avoid collisions with objects, cars, or people.
These are the rules about signalling, braking, watching,
accelerating, passing, and others of that sort. These rules
must be learned by the driver by having.him respond to as
great a variety of relevant situations as one can manage.
Provided that basic motor skills have indeed been acquired,
this is one area in which the simulator can be of great
help. The function of the simulator for this kind of learn-
ing, as more than one study has pointed out (5, 4) is to
prgvide a variety of situations for practice which goes
beyond what could be provided by using the car itself.

Of particular interest in the 1list of activities previously
described is number 5--responding to unpredictable events
by carrying out proper actions and emergency procedures.
Here is an activity that goes beyond mere rule-using. This
kind of learning is problem solving. The driver must be
able to make the quick decisions which prevent an accident
by taking some kinds of unusual action, in situations whose
specific features are quite unpredictable. Cun he practice
such problem-so’ving directly? HNot to any great extent,
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since the variety of situations he must be prepared to meet
are so uncertain. How can he be prepared, then? The answer
is by learning to carry out certain procedures among which
he may have to choose when he is faced with the emergency
situation. These are procedures like keeping the car
straight after a bump; straightening the vehicle after
beginning to skid; maintaining control of the vehicle

after driving off the road. It seems a little unlikely
that these somewhat "unusual" kinds of skills are given
much attention in driver education. Yes it is in fact
these kinds of rule-following behaviors which contribute

to the meeting of novel problem-solving situations in driv-
ing.

The Cumulative Nature of Learning

Different aspects of the totality of automobile driving,
according to this reasoning, must be learned in different
ways, under different conditions for learning, if optimal
results are to be achieved.

There is still another characteristic of the learning
process which may profitably be taken into account in de-
signing instruction for auto driving. This is the cumulst-
ive nature of learning effects. By this is meant the fact
that learning not only establishes capabilities for carry-
ing out specific performances on the part of the learner,
but in each such instance it also provides a residue--a
potentiality for positive transfer to further learning.
For example, wihen a novice driver acquires the skill of
holding the clutch at a point which keeps the car station-
ary on a hill, he has also learned &a capability which will
make the learning of a variety of other skills easier--
controlling the speed of the vehicle during parking maneu-
vers, for example. Learning has a cumulative effect which
shows itself in positive transfer to further learning.

The implication of this characteristic of the learning
process is important. If we can determine the subordinate
skills which contribute pusitive transfer to the learning
of the skills we want ultimately to establish, it will be
possible to arrange a sequence of learning events which
represents a highly effective arrangement of objectives for
instruction. To find out what these subordinate skills
are, ard what order they occur in, it is necessary to make
an analysis of the skills representing the ultimate goals
of instruction.

For example. learning the skilled prncedure of parallel
parking involves a number of subordinate skills, which I
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have attempted to outline in Figure 1. When I descvibe
some of them here, remember that 1 am not necessarily
trying to describe the order in which they are employed

in the total procedure, but merely their presence as sub-
ordinate skills. What the figure shows on the second line
is a set of rule-governed behaviors which are involved in
the total procedure of parallel parking. Each of these in
turn depends upon the learning of certain classifying skills,
often called concepts. These in turn depend for their
learning on the prior learning of motor chains. such as
positioning the vehicle, backing at low speed, and so on.
Many of these have previously been mentioned.

The figure is intended to emphasize the cumulative nature
of learning. More and more complex kinds of behavior are
built up, by a process of positive transfer, from simpler
kinds of behavior. Even the simplest skills, illustrated
here, are built up by this process from even more basic
skills. It is notable, for example, that a motor chain
like backing at minimal speed itself depends upon the more
basic skill of controlling the car's speed down to zero
by the use of the clutch. Here is .surely an example of a
component skill which transfers broadly to quite a number
of different performances of the automobile driver.

The figure illustrates a theoretical principle of learning.
The principle is, learning of higher-level skills is
substantially facilitated by the previous learning of low-
er-level skills. Practically speaking, this means that
learning efficiency will be best if one progresses from
simpler to more complex skills. Does this mean it is
impossible to learn parallel parking "all at once,"” or by
practicing the procedure from start to finish? No, it does
not mean that it is impossible. It «nes mean that it is,
by and large, inefficient. To make sure that the learner
has mastered the basic skills first is a learning procedure
that has the greatest chance of being successful fastest
most often.

Similar analyses are possible forxr other kinds of terminal
performances, even to one like "responding to unpredictable
events,"” shown in Figure 2. If such events are truly
unpredictable, it is all the more evident that establishing
driving competence becomes a matter of having the student
learn the many subordinate skills, both intellectual and
motor, which he will need to have available in meeting
unexpected situations and solving novel problems. (For a
different kind of analysis of subordinate skills, see
Herbert [3]). The figure indicates the kinds of rule-
governed behaviors which are likely to be used in solving
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these difficult and unexpected pronlems, the kinds of
categorizing skills or concepts upon which these in turn
depend for their learning, and the kinds of motor chains
that are even more basic. 2gain, the tneoretical implica-
tions of the chart are that learning the basic motor skills
facilitates the learning of the concepts, which in turn
makes easier the learning of the required rule-governed
behaviors. Beyond this one cannot go--one simply hopes
that meeting a genuine unexpecced emergency will find the
i driver prepared with a repertoire of skills that will make
1 possible good decision making.

ic_-. é‘—-.-.

Instruction

-

Designing effective instruction for driving can thus be
viewed as a matter of first, identifying both terminal and

l component skills, and second, setting up reasonable condi-
tions under which they can be learned.

o .

The right conditions for instruction are going to vary with

the nature of what is being learned. In automobile driving,

particular contrasts can be drawn between the optimal

l conditions for learning motor skills (like backing straight),
rule-governed behavior (such as procedures a:t a four-way
stop), and problem solving {(as in takirg emergency action).
The driving simulator is the source of some good examples.

I Depending on its particular makeup, some kinds of capabilities

can be well taught by means of a simulator, others poorly,

and still others perhaps not at all.

{ Consider category No. 4, which I mentioned at the beginning
-~ executing signals, braking, and other acts the effects of
which 2id the progress and safety of other drivers and
vehicles. Can these be taught by lecturing, or by the
learning of verbal answers to verbal questions? Certainly
not. Can they be taught in a simulator? Very well indeed,
provided one can assume that the more basic motor chains
have been learned some other way, so that they can be put
together when the execution of the total procedure is
called ifor.

what abovt category No. G--carrying out legally prescribed
precedures? Can thesge be taught by verbal means? To a
considrrable extent, yes. Staying within the speed linit
is a rule which can quite effectively be reinstated by
means of verbal cues, such as the s8ign that says "Speed
Limit 50." Does simulator training contribute to such

- learning? Not markedly, 1 should think, although perhaps
[ simulator practice can contribute soruwhat to the habitual
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nature of the use of these rules in a variety of situations.

What about category No. l--maneuverinyg the vehicle at
minimal speeds? No one would imagine, I suppose, that
these basic motor skills could be estab:ished by verbal
instruction. How about a simulator? wWell, that is a
reasonable question. But such a simulator would need to
have the physical dynamic characteristics of an automobile,
and this would be economically indefensible. For the basic
motor skills, then, one must face the fact that nothing can
replace the motor vehicle itself.

The truly effective simulator would probably be a kind of
specially designed driving course, requiring perhaps 20
acres of ground. It would have various kinds of roads and
road surfaces, backing spaces, turning spaces, and so on.
It would be, in other words, a plxce where basic skills
could be practiced in an automobile. The basic skills
would be not only those wihich are used frequently, 1like
rounding a curve, but also those which are used infrequent-
ly, such as keeping the wheels straight after hitting an
unexpected bump; or driving through a narrow aperture.

Such practice would be intended to insi.re that the most
highly generalizable skills were well learned first. After
that, the rest would be easier.
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TOWARD A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR EVALUATIOI OF DRIVER

[

EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Harry H. Harman
Educational Testing Service

Hr. Herman ia presertly Senicr Reaearch Psychologist and Director

of the Office of Camputaticn Sciences at Fducational Testing Service.
He {a a}so serving aa Princip-l Investigator on the project:
*Evaluation of Driver Education and Training Frograms.”

Pricr to joining ETS In 1966, he wea aaaociated with the Syatem
Devatopment Corpora*ion in California for 13 yegra. In 1963 he waa
nared one Of the Corporatfon‘a Principal Scientiats engaged in reaearch
and consultation on statfstical methodology, computer experimentation,
and simulatic: problems. Earlier work in statistica includes an
appointment as Reatarc. Jsanciate at tha tniveraity of Thicago, s
poaition as Supervisor of the Division of Research and Statlatica,

t I1linoia Department of Public Welfare. and as Chlef of the Statiatical
Research and Aralyals Section, Peraornsl Reaearch Eranch. Departmert
of the Army. in Washington,

Mr. Harman ia a graduate of the Univeraity of Chicajor and was awarded
B.S. and M.§, degreea in mathematica. He haa pudbliahed widely on
statiati~al rethoda and i# the author of Modern Factor Analyaja:, now
in fta aecznd cdition and conaidared the ¥efInltIva work on the aubject.
Frem 1962 to 1366, vr. Harran was & member of the Accident Prevention
feaearch Study Section of tha Naticnal Inatftutea of Fealth, and in
1967-58 he served as consultant to the Institute for Educaticnal
Development in its Drivar Education Evaluztion Study Group. He

{5 a Fellow of the American Psychological Asacciation and Preaident

of the Paychometric Soclety.

1.  BACKGROUND

The project in which I am engaged is one in a series designed
to provide guidance to the National Highway Safety Bureau

. regarding the problem of evaluating driver education programs.
The impetus for these studies is a provision in the Highway
Safety Act of 1966 which authorizes Federal assistance to
state and local agencies in carrying out highway safety
programs, including driver education and training.

——

3

In fulfilling the congrescional mandate, NHSB needs to know
what renefits will accrue from a given expenditure of funds
on. one or another of several different programsg, or on one
or another activity within a given program. The benefits of
primary; concern to the Bureau are reductions in highway
fataiities, personal injiries, and property damage. To be
sure, accurate estimates of costs and benefits associated
with different safety programs are difficult to get at the
present time. However, pending development of adequate
performance criteria and appropriate cost-benefit analysis
techniques, the NHSB is trying to lay the groundvwork that
will make possible scientific evaluation of programs in the
varjous areas for which it is responsible.
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One area of responsibility is that of driver education and
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training. While this program is educational in nature, it
is nevertheless perceived by the Bureau as an integral part
of the over-all highway safety program. As such, it may be
said to be in competition with the other highway safety pro-
grams f(e.¢., driving and alcohol, seat belts, licensing,
enforcement, et~.). But it is also true that the driver
education program is a supra-safety program -- proper cduca-
tion can influence materially all the other highway safety
programs. Perhaps this is the reason that driver education
and training was specifically identified in the Highway
Safety Act of 1966.

2. OVERALL PLANNING STRATEGY

The strategy used in planning research for the evaluation of
driver educatltion ard training programs is indicated schemat-
ically in the chart on the next page. In the Spring of 1967,
NHSB contracted with four agencies to develop plans ftor
evaluating the effectiveness of cu:rent or proposed driver
education programs. These four organizations are represented
on the program today, namely:

AmU = The American University

D&A = Dunlap and Associates, Inc.
IED = Institute for Educational Development
NYU = New York University

Each ¢f the four contractors received the same Work Statement
containing a set of general objectives and eight specific
tasks. The results of these studies are represented by four
reports which became available in the summer of 1968. These
reports contain many cormon elements and a number of unique
features.

To synthesize the information contained in tl.e four reports
the NHSB contracted with the National Academy of Sciences,
Highway Research Board, to recommend plans for evaluating
driver education programs on a national basis. The product
of the new study was to be another report. On the basis of
the latter report, and using whateve» means seem appropriate,
the NHSB hopes to be in a position to start the final step

in this process =-- the actual imp.ementation of evaluation
plans for driver education anl training programs.

3. CURRENT PROJECT STRATEGY

The strategy employed by the NAS-HRB in carrying out the
current project was to appoint a panel of advisor-consultants
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and to subcontract with the Educational Testing Service

(with which organization I am associated! for the necessary
staff work. The panel was convened both as an advisory

group to NAS and as a group of consultants to our staff.
Panel members brought to the project a diversity of disciplines.
They included educators, psychologisis (with specialties in
education, engineering, human factors, and research),
operations research scientists, and statisticians. While
some have devoted a major part of their professional career
to the field of driving safety and education, others have
keen concerned with more general problems of human behavior,
man-machine systems, and general philosophical and method-
ological aspects of experimental design and evaluation. With
so much diversity and talent present, it is not surprising
that they should have sought creative approaches to the
problem of designing evaluation methods for driver education
programs.

The objective set forth by the NHSB for this particular study
was the selection and/or synthesis of evaluation instruments
developed under the four concurrent research contracts,
followed by the development of plans for evaluating driver
education programs on a national basis. Within the framework
of the general obijective the work statement specified five
tasks, which can be summarized as follows:

1. familiarization with the four feasibility studies;

2. development of a system of classification for
comparing and combining data in the four
feasibility studies;

3. selection of evaluation instruments, with the
rationale for the selection;

4, identification of criteria for evaluating the
effectiveness of driver education programs; and

5. development of experimental research plans, based
upon the four reports, for validating the evalua-
tion systems for driver education and training
programs.

While the procedure to be followeda in implementing the
foregoing statement of work looks straightforward, its very
simplicity is deceiving. 1In order to develop a sound
validation plan or to have a basis for selection of "in-
struments,* one must have a clear definition of objectives
or goals. None were available. While the four reports
contain excellent reviews of the literature and discussions
of the difficulties of getting valid measures of driver

O
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proficiency, they do not provide clear-cut statements of
goals or definitive criteria for use in evaluating program
effectiveness. For this reason, our panel of consultants
elected to go beyond the simple task of comparing the four
evaluative proposals. It was their goal -- through creative
synthesis -- to take a significant step forward.

4. STATUS OF DRIVER EDUCATION EVALUATION

The four feasibility studies provide a comprehznsive review
of the status of driver education and its relationship to
traffic safety. From these reviews it is evident that at
the present time it is impossible to draw valid scientific
inferences regarding the impact of driver education on
subsequent driving performance (particularly as measured

by accidents and traffic violation). This point ran through
all four reports, and is summarized succinctly in the NYU
study (on which Dr. Brody reported). Quoting from

that report, there are these two statements:

1. No clear proof has as yet been produced shouing
that driver education, as preszntly constituted,
hag significant favorable effect on driver
performance.

2. No clear proof has as yet been produzed showing
that driver education, as presently constituted,
does not have a eignificant favorable effect on
driver performance.

A related observation is made in the AmU study {(on which Dr.
Lybrand reported):

...prior evaluation studies have not provided clear,
consistent, objective evidence which allows an impartial
person to conclude with confidence, one way or the
other, that one type of driver education and training
program, as currently taught, is more effective as an
acetdent countermeasure than any other type of progran.

These are but manifestations of the more general situation
recognized in the Moynihan Report (Secretary's Advisory
Committee on Traffic Safety, 1968). The Report refers to
traffic satety as "...an almost wholly uncharted area” and
nrges the establishment of "...carefully elaborated and
comprehensive national goals" (p. 35). Such a statement of
goals could then serve as a basis for setting priorities and
for determining the allocation of resources to different
safety programs. In working toward the achievement of such
goals, however, the Report points out three cautions that
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must be observed: first, "traffic safety research must
henceforth be conducted at the very highest levels of
methodological rigor, and of scientific and intellectual
relevance"; second, both research and its application "will
involve many concepts and activities that are considerably
at variance with views held by the public at large"; and
third, stemming from the nevness of the field, "there do
not exist even the most rudimentary standards of performance
bv which to measure ach’evement" (pp. 37, 38). While
these observations were directed to considerations of
reszarch for safety programs of all types, they certainly
apply to the driver education program in particular.

The idea for the four concurrent feasibility studies
probably was born in the course of developing the following
finding and recommendation of the Moynihan Report {p. 57}:

"Unfortunately, the present state of knowledyge as to
the effectiveness of driver education provides no
certainty, and much doubt, that the return on this
enormous prospective effort will be commensurate
with the investment. A broad and systematic inquiry
is needed into the general question of how driving
behavior 1s acquired, and how drivers can be taught
not only to operate automobiles, but also to under-
stand the major problerms of highway safety..."

When the four investigators began their studies they quickly
found the "accident countermeasure" effect of driver educa-
tion programs to be very elusive. They recognized that driver
proficiency is only one compnnent in an effective highway
transportation system, and that accident reduction is only

one measure of improved driver proficiency. Further, all
agreed on the futility of trying to pinpoint the effects of
driver education to subsequent accident experience, especially
in view of the difficulties in finding adequate data. All
four reports placed considerable emphasis on the fact that

the objectives of driver education must aim at the ultimate
development of driver proficiency in the real world, as
reflected in efficient traffic flow as well as accident
reduction.

Devpite the fact the driver education programs are well
established there was agreement that analysis of the driving
task in the real world is crucial for developing and valida-
ting programs designed to change driving behavior. As
parallel to the need for task analysis, they agreed on the
need for the development of more objective measures of driving
capabilities and attitudes.

The apparcnt agreement on the existing problems and general
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objectives does not mean that there was concurrence as to how
the evaluation effort should be carried out. For example,
there are differences in the preferred methods for tackling
the task analysis and for establishing valid measures of
driving behavior. Except for agrecement on the need for

a survey of existing driver education programs (which is a
specific task in the Work Statement of the four contractors),
there are very great differences in the.» proposals for
research. These vary from a brief reference regarding the
neced for the establishment of a driver information base to
an elaborate, highly specific experimental design.

The goal of my project is to try to resolve some of these
differences and to come up with a viable evaluation plan.

5. SOME THOUGHTS ON EVALUATION PLANS

The difficulties inherent in making good, sound evaluations
of the effectiveness of driver education programs are
recognized by the Bureau, and they served as the justifica-
tion for having four concurrent studies made of this problem.
Of course, these difficulties are not unique to driver educa-
tion -- they hold for all education. Witness the following
statement from the recent Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education and Welfarc:

When the Office of Education was created in 1867, it
was charged with the collection of "nuch statistics -nd
facts as shall show the condition and progress of
education in the several States and Territories".

Yet today, over 100 years later, we still lack the
egaential yardsticks to me-sure progress in educa-
tion. (Wilbur J. Cohen, Social Indicators:

Statistics for Public Policy, American Statistician,
October, 1968, p. 16.)

The development of such yardsticks for driver education is the
ultimate objective being sought by the NHSB. There is no
quick and simple solution to this complex problemn: valid
evaluation procedires can emerdge only from long-term research
efforts.

The view of the present contractor -- shared by the tour
original study contracts -- is that the ultimate goal of
this research is the accurate measurement of driving
proficiency and the sound evaluation of driver education
programs. However, in order that some progress be mnde,
the total complex procvlem must be broken down into
manageable components. Staring an ultimate coal does 1t
imply waiting for the fulfillment of the ever elusivc
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"grancd design." By taking reasonable steps along the way,
current needs can be met, although of questionable validity
at first. These should be subject to revision and
improvem=ant in technique as experience is gained. Such an
iterative process, involving feedlkack loops, can lead to a
continuous upgrading in evaluation methods.

An overall plan for meeting the ultimate goal -- the
develovmant of operational evaluation instruments to assess
the effectiveness of driver education programs -- will involve

two rajor phases:

1. an experimental phase: involving development and
validation of evaluation instruments, using real-
woild "driviug performance” as the criterion;

2. ar operaicional phase: will make vse of these
"validated instruments"” tc¢ cval.ate the driver
education and train.ng pioyrams.

The first phase, the validation of instruments, is both
Gifficult aud costly to azcomplish. While a set of
evaluation instruments may be relatively easy to :dminister
and measurements may ' e e23ily ortained, getting gocd f{or
valid, or meaninygful) driving performance measures nay
vequire new technologies and considerable developnent.
Getting such driving performance measures can be done only

on as experimental basis. The second phase, general uze of
instrunments, should ideally wait until the validation in the
first phase has beer accomplished. However, if the evaluation
justruments are to b= validated against criterion measures of
driving perfornance, we may Le a long way from accompiishing
this, Still, a great dezsl of preliminary work, based on
expert judgment and analysis, can lay the groundwork ror
atcaining the ultimate goal and serve the evaluatior needs

in the shori{ term as wvell.

In such an overall sirategy for evaluation it is necessary
to distinguish between activities that might be done quickiy
and those that will require substantial effort. Such
distinctions may be identified as follows:

Inmediat- - referring to steps that can be taken
now, employing only the means at hand,
to evaluate driver educaticn.

Short term - referring to evaluation proced.res that
can b developed and be made usable in
a year or two.

Long term - referring to evaluation techni jues
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emplcoying scientific and technical means that
may require five years or more to develop.

Anticipating some delay before new evaluation procedures
(even subjective ones) could be developed, NHSB established
its "immediate plan" by issuing the general guidelines
contained in Highway Safety Program Standard 4.4.4. These
standards are sufficiently broad in scope to encompass

more specific reguirements of the state and local agencies
that might evolve from short-term and long-term research
efforts.

The four reports all suggested some kind of survey of

driver education courses as a mwans of cataloging existing
prograns Or as an immediate or short-teirm measure. We
focused our attention on short-term and long~term evaluation
procedurcs.

A good "short-term plan" should provide a basis for longer-
rang: research as we2ll as an interim technique for evaluating
current driver education prcgrams, The following step., are
prerequisite to an ultimate solution to the problem:

1. Identify the traffic-related tasks and the
knowledges, skills, and attitudes required o
perform these tasks.

2. From the preceding task analysis, determine what
the objectives of 1 driver education program
should be.

3. Develop a short-term cvaluation instrument for

measuring the attainment of the objectives as
reflacted in the content of driver education
proegrams .

To accomplish these three steps will require the skills of
the most experienced profzssionals in driver education and
traffic safety. For the first of these steps, they would
be well-advised to seek the assistance of experts in task
analysis who daveloped the technolngy for military man-
machine systems. From such a task analysis would be
derived the objectives of driver education stated in
behavioral terms (i.e., what the driver must do), and an
instrument to assess the program content.

During the course of the short-term developmental work -

a period of at least one year and perhaps as long as two years
~- planning for the long-term 2valuation should be initiated.
This would involve identification and specification of the
research and development required to provide suitable driver



performance criterion measures and for the refinement of
evaluation instrunents.

As noted earlier, ihe development of driver performance
criterion measures is at the crux of a scientific evaluation
procedure. Attainment of the ultimate yoal is many years in
the future so some useful intermediate procedures are desir-
able. One way of recognizing the different levels at which
this problem can be apprcached is to consider the evaluation
task in either of two ways: (1} by expert judgment, compari-
son with some standards, or other measurements of the program
content; or (2} by observation, rating, cr other mersure-
rents of the individuals exposed to the training program, so
that with proper statistical coatrols it beccmes possible to
draw inferences about proyram effectiveness.

The first approach is the easier one, although less wvalid.
The survey of driver education courses proposed in the four
reports is a simple use of this approach. A short-term eval-
uation instrument is an improvement on this. The second
approach, involving measurements on individual drivers, is

more valid results. Because of the aifficulties, time, and
cost that would be involved, this approach should probably
be limited to experimental studies.

The mai- .pjective of any long~term plan must b2 the conduct
of rese.cch with the expectation that operational evaluation
instruments could then be based on it. Looking toward effcorts
extending over five years or longer, it is not unreasonable to
expect technological advances and imaginative research to cope
with problems which appear insoluble at present. Specifically,
se might expect progress in our ahility to measure driving
behavier in the real world. When realistic measurement of
driving behavior of individuals can be obtained, then a truly
scientific determination of the effectiveness of a training
program can be made.

In summary, let me emphasize again that dr.ver ed.:cation can-
not be considered in isolation as an "d~cident counter-
imeasure."” The ultimate okjective of reducing highway
fatalities, personal injuries, and property damage will be
realized only if a concerted effcrt is brought to bear by the
Ffederal governm=2nt, the state an” local communities, and the
pvhlic at large to make all asperts of the highway traffic
system more safeworthy. Vast improvements in the vehicles,
the highways. and the traffic control procadures, as well

as in the behavior of drivers are needed to bring about such
objectives. What goes into driver education should te in-
fluenced by the rest of the system and should be flexible
enough to respond to changes.
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DRIVER EDUCATION TODAY AND TOMORROW

Norman Key
Executive Secretary
National Comnission on Safety Education

Dr. Fiy, Execitive Becretery of the Naticonal Cormimsion on Safety
Education of the .aticnal Education Assoclaticn, joined the NrA
Headquarters staff in 195!, Kis earlier professicnal experience

includes public school tesching and adrinistration in Alsbama, gnd
;relllc CORTultatlor with the American Automotile Associaticn, Washingtoa,
W

Er. Tey received hin Bachilor Of Arte degrew from Koward College,
birvingham, in 1939, fn 1947 he received his M.A. degree in educaticn
frnom Georgs Nashington Univeraity. Hs veceived his E4,D. degjree

from The Anerican University in June, 1933,

At the naticnal levsl ha has offcced courses and Jed c.nferences
* school transportstion in many states. 8nd nas taught miditary
fficer inatructors to retrain disdbled rervice people an well as
to train military ground mctor vehicls rlect oneratccs. He hay
contributed to sccident prevention reseirch and to the writing af
toxtbooks and other curriculum matsrials in the ficld,

Scme of Dr. Key's affiliations inclade the National Eduscat'on
Association, Ararices Nriver snd Traffic Scfety Education Association,
Amtrican Asscciation of Scheol Admi-isirators, American Academy of
Folitical and Bocinl Ecisnce, the Wrarican Sociologirdl Aesacieiin ,
and American Bducaticral Rescarch Ascociation,

—— ey, e ey, vesat esaand

The Commiseion contributes to resesrch i accldeni prevention and
preparss inzrructicnsl matcriels for teschers cn different phases
of sefaty education. Guldes o, safety adminiatration, instruction
and protectiecn for schorl sdministrstors sre sglso published by the
{ Comm'ssion,

The instructions given to me were to discuss the current
state and future planning for the field of driver education.
It should be stated at the outset that today's schools have
accepted the responsibility for teaching people to survive
and to live effectively. Authorities are in substantial
agreement that the schcol is the hest place for teaching
aild learning safe behavior. This does not mean that such
behavior cannot or should not be learned elsewhere. It
simply neans that the school provides the optimum learning
environment for more people at less cost, since schools are
society's organized approach to equipping chilédren ané
youth with the knowledg#, the skills, and the undersiandiings
which they need. Typically, driver education is offered at
the grade level whexe students are at or near the minimum
legal driving age. Within this framework driver education
L.as become established in the schools and colleges of the
United State:z.

f
I
f
!
!‘ CURRENT STATUS
[_
(
l

— —

Safety education including driver education, had its
beginning before 1920. But the breakthrough in American
schools came with the publication of the 1940 yearbook,
Safety Educaticn, by the American Association of Schnmol
Acministrators. Then followed the World Wa: II period
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which saw only sketchy advances; but among these were the
developmer.. of pre-induction driver education which many
secondary schools offered at the urging of the War Depart-
ment, training for wartime motor fleec operation, and
wartire training for school bus drivers and supervisors. (1}

Recognizing that the quality of driwver education in schools
across thz nation depends upon policies and standards
developed by educ.tors themselves, the National Education
Association's Commission on Safety Edwcation administered
and rublished the reports of several national conferences.
Each conference concentrated on vrogram improvement.
Representatives of many saletv agencies contributed to these
national conferences. The widely used conference reports
Lave served a3z guidelines for improving driver education

in the nation's schools and culleges.

Since 1960, Evaluative Criteria (2}, an overall guide for
assessing all aspects of secondary education, has contained
a section on orivér education. Thus, when professional
2valuation teams representing the regional associations of
colleges and secondary schools review the offerings of a
high school in connection with accreditation, driver
¢ducation is assured of zonsideration along with other
subjects found in & comprehensive high school program.

Professional Organization to Strengthen Driver Education

Following the marked increasc in high school driver
education after World War II, active state groups of
teachars began formation of professional driver education
teachers assocations in a number of states. Today such
professional organizations exist in 42 states. With the
assistance of the National Commission on $aretv Education,
the American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association
was formed in 1957. It become a department of the Natiorna
Education Association in 1960. Currently 40 states
asscciations are affiliated with the national associaticn.
The growing leadership of thase groups is contributing to
the refinement of the body of knowledge in the *i='4 and
to the strengthening of driver education courses . high
schools as well as of teacher preparation preogrcams in
colleges and universities,

The Body of Kuowledge in Driver Education

That there is a body of knowledge 2ssertial to the
development of competent members of 'traffic soclety' is
widely recognized, though there is also a keen awareness
that refinement and extension of this bedy ~f knowledge are
necessary. It should be remembered that this gspecialized
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body of knowledge has been developed in a relatively short
period in the history of American education, starting with
the mere review of accident statistics and the memorizing
of safety rules.

This body of knowledge is frequently treated irn a two-part
full semester course of instruction. The two parts consist
of classroom instruction and practice driving or laboratory
instruction. Three factors have influenced the growth of
this curriculum: {a) tte demand for effective citizenship
training (krowledge, skills, attitudes), (b) the problems
and cultural interests of young people, and (c) the nature
of learning safe traffic behavior. (3) Driver education
also has important relationships to the biological, physical,
and behaioral sciences. The combination of concepts from
these disciplines with the unique body of traffic safety
knowledge provides a basis for greater insight and under-
standing of the individual's role on our streets and high-
ways. "The body of knowledge in driver and traffic safety
education may be conceived in terms of content needed by the
teacher, first, to develop the learner's driving capability
an¢, second, to develop informed traffic citizens." ({4)

Program Variations

One of the challenges for schools today is to design driver
education courses to meet a wide variety of needs. For
examnple, a growing number of young people need to know how
to operate a motor vehicle safely in connection with part-
time or even full-time occupations. 1In addition, incrzased
leisure time spent in driving exposes more peopie to a
wider range of traffic conditions for which they need
special preparation. Adults and out-of-school youth also
have unique instructional needs. 7hese are among the
reasons why the education community is increasingly con-
cerned with planniay and implementing instructional programs
such as the following:

° driver education designed to prepare individuals
for a vocation,

initial driver education courses for adults and
out-of-school youth,

special traffic safety instruction for senior
citizens, and

programs for disabled persons.

Recent action by the U. S. Department of Labor, in
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connection with c¢hild laboxr regulations, has an interesting
relationship here. The action has the effect of waiving

the restrictions against 16-and-17-year-old drivers whose
operation of a motor vehicle is "only occasional and
incidental to the child's employment'lgjprovided (among ather
things) such a minor has completed a state-approved driver
education course. States are also allowed to apply for
exemption under this special Department of Labor regulation
for employing under-18-year-old studpg} drivers cf =chool

e

buses. N

‘

negislative Support for Driver Education

Legislative support for driver education has been provided

in several ways. Some states offer special instructional
permits for stuaents of approved driver education courses.
This student permit, provided for learners in the school

year or semester immediately preceding their reachirnc legal
driving age, is recommended in the Uniform Vehicle Code. {(g)
In the laws of 33 staes, separate provision 1s made for
practice driving instruction by students enrolled in approved
driver education programs, either by special permit or in
some other way. (7)

Recently, the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws
and Ordinances added to the Uniform Vehicle Code the
recommendation that states require opplicants for the
driver's license who are under 18 years of age to have

successfully completed an approved driver education course. (g)

Currently, 26 states have adopted this practice.

Financial Support for Driver Education

legislators at the state and Federal levels have recognized
the need for financial support for driver education.
Financial support for programs in secondary schcols is
provided in 35 states, and some of these include provisions
for research and for teacheir preparation. Furds for such
support are provided in four ways: () appropriations from
general state funds (all the people pay), (b) vehicle
registration fees and driver's llcense fees (owners and
operators pay), (c) learner's permit fees (learners pay),
and (d) fines for traffic law violations (transgressors

pay).(9)

In the 1965-56 school year, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 began to provide financial support
for driver education.

The funding of driver education projects under this Act
may be detexmined laxgely by state and local schcol systems,

EI{I(j 150

P 144

Tan.



E

O

and the states ar.d ccmmunities are not required to match
the Federal funds. A number of state and local school
systems are improving driver education under this Act. (10)

It is now well knovn that the Highway Safety Act of 1966,
which requires continunous and progressively more compre-
hensive highway safety procrams at all levels, specifically
requires driver education.

Contributions of business and industry to driver education
are worthy of note. Of some 25,000 automobiles used in
driver education programs during the 1967-68 school year,
more than 90 percent were loaned by automobile dealzrs
vhrough special arrangements with the manufacturers at no
cost to the schools. {(11)In addition, a number of 1light
trucks for vocational driver ~ducation have recently been
made available to schools on the same basis.

The practice of allowing special reduced insurance rates
on automobiles in families with teen-age male drivers who
satisfactorily complete an approved driver education
course is almost universal in the insurance industry.

Business and industry also provide scholarships for teachers
of driver educaticn, and produce numerous types of both
rhardware and software for driver and traffic szfety
instruction.

The foregoing are but some of the highlights of the status
and scope of driver education in the United States.

Details as to various program elements are not discussed.
It is assumed that other papers presented at this symposium
will include details on program elements such as the

number of schools offering driver education and number of
students enrolled; colleges nffering teacher preparation
programs; requirements for state certification of teachers;
state and local school system superv1sory services; and the
cost c¢f instiuction.

A LOOK INTO THE FUTURE

Educators are concerned about moving ahead with varied ard
substantial improvements in driver education. Questions
and problems abound as to what to tackle first and how tc
proceed. Choices are required among such aspects of the
field as:

organizing instructional schedu’ 3 to accomodate
more students,

gearing financial support to provide for more
stuaaents,
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arranging realistic in-service programs to help
teachers become more proficient with innovative
hardware and software,

finding ways to incorporate related and important
content like (a) alcohol and jits effects on drivers
and pedestrians, (b) motorcycle sarety, and (c)
meeting common emergencies, and

|
building support for driver education by effective
communication with the lay public.

In addition, we face such problems as:
° how to improve the gqualifications of college
professors,

how to improve teacher preparation, and

how to provide effective state level supervisory
service to all schools.

These kinds of probiems are not unigue to ¢river education,
but they are more prevalent in this field because of its
relative newness as a school subject. It takes time --
more time than the 20 to 30 years driver education courses

have been offered in the schools -- for widespread under-
standing and high commitment to daveliop in support of a
program.

Let us look ahead, nevertheless, to some of the interestina,
yes, exciting, dimensions which are likely to unfold as
effort from many sources is directed toward the improvement
of driver educaticn.

Behavioral Sciences and Education

Research in the behavioral sclences is providing increasing
evidence that difficulties in personal adjustment often
underlie risk behavior. Even temporary conditions such as
worry, fatigue, or extreme anger or joy can influence the
way in which one behaves in a given situation or even l.ow
he approaches a learning task.(12)

We live in a 'technological age.' Man has survived through
the ages largely because of his ability to adapt to the
environment by improving his eguipment for living. This
evolutionary process has involved an increasingly sophisti-
cated search fo:r definition and analysis of specific tasks
in a wide range of human activity. This matter of task
analysis is dramatically demonstrated today in successful
space exploration. Safety is an essential and integral
Q part of the process of analysis for each task at every
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stage of development and operation. Task analysis involves
foresight, planning, and recognition of hazards in complex
situations. For #the human component in such a situation,
the process involves learning a series of coordinated sub-
tasks for hands, feet, eyes, and ears and developing them

to a semi-automatic level; learning to make judgements of
changing space-time relationships; and learning to
anticipate situations and conditions and to react correctly,
often in split-second intervals.{13) This process is involved
in such simple procedures as turning the pages of a book;

it is obviously involved in complex situations such as occur
in driving an automobile. Although in the simpler
situations one may be unaware of the process, it is precisely
when this process breaks down or is neglected that one
wastes effort and is also more likely to fall victim to an
accident.

It is difficult to generaliz2 regarding the safe behavior
of ar individual without a knowledge of his personal
condition, of the nature of the activity in which he is
engaged, and of the characteristics of the situation. It
is meaningless to speak of the ‘'safe driver' or the
‘cautious man' without knowledge of the decree of risk he
may take when engaging in a particular activity under a
given set of circumstances. This would suggest that
efforts at program improvement in driver education should
incorporate a wide range of learning activities extending
over a much longer period of time than does the trwlitional
driver education course. It may even suggest extending

the traffic safety learning experiences in a well-
articulated fashion from elementary school through high
school.(14) If so, then the question of how best to do this
must also be answered. And this is not to suggest a single,
best approach or prescription. For a program which
concentrates or a single mode of learning and knowing is,
by definition, extremely limited.

For program improvement in the future, one could hardly
suggest a better approach than to use every means to
stimulate the driver education practitioner to work hand-
in-glove with the researcher, with a completely open mind
for the improvement of a program. On the other hand, a
researcher would gain much in the way of first-hand
substantive knowledge of the field which he is researching
if he would work closely with the on-the-job driver
educator, It has been said that research tends to take on
life of its own, and accumulates an internal logic that
takes no account of the unique experience of any individual.
Isn't this an appropiliate word of caution for anyone
planning to conduct research for improving programs in this

O
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field? Surely ewpirical knowledge is not to be casu to
the swine.

Further in support of this approach, let us consider the
convergence of various wcrks including research among
different disciplines in the behavioral sciences. Going
back into the literature, one can see how the gsociologist,
the psychologist, and the psychiatrist formerly went their
own separate ways, only to learn later that each had much
to gain from the work <f the others. Today we are
witnessing increasingly the collaboration of scientists
among the different disciplines in research and other
efforts to improve the lot of man. {15)

Implications of Research

What does research say about driver educaiion? Is there a
feasible alternative for driver education? 1In a recent
report of an advisory cormittee to the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, emphasis was placz2d on the importance
of research as a basis for improving the program¢ in driver
and traffic safety education.(16) Such research is especially
urgent now, since the Highway Safety Act clearly reqguires
that the states provide comprehensive highway safety

programs including driver education.

Accordingly, the advisory committee placed on the Federal
government the responsibility for research leadership.
Approvriate research agencies, the advisory committee
suggested, would be the U. S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (including the National Institute
for Mental Health and the Office of Education) working

with the National Highway Safety Bureau of the U. 8.
Department of Transportation. This report directed some
criticism at driver education as we know it tcday; and
these critical comments made the headlines across the
country. In a more realistic sense, the repori was
critical of the research on driver education and urged more
research directed at improwving the programs. In this
connection the advisory committee stated that ". . . opera-
tional driver education proygrams must continue. . . . One
would hardly advocate a moratorium on al) schooling while
looking for proof of better methods." (16)

The report also suggested that research consider many
factors which have been neglected in assessing the effec-
tiveness of, and in pointing the .ay toward instruction.
These factors, known to many in the field of driver
education and research, though adirittedly not well under-
stood, include amount and type of exposure (mileage driven),
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soaial class variakles among involved drivers, intelligence,
personality, etc. An in-depth inquiry is nesded into the
general question of how driver behavior, good or bad, is
acquired. The transient state of attitude and of physical
condition needs to be examined. All of these rescarch
areas, according to the report, place leadership respcnsi-
bility on the Federal government.

Amercan)

As to the research on benefits of driver education, one

might conclude that, at this pcint in time, the score is

tied between the researcher as a proponent of driver

education and the researcher as a critic of driver education.

Too frequently, the proponents have used inconclusive

evidence to demonstrate the favorable results. On the other

hand, the critic, often lacking a substantive knowledge of

the field which he was researching, has supported his

criticism by employirg data +hich are no better than those

l used by the proponent whose work he was criticizing. ‘here
is, then, no solid, irrefutable evidence that driver
education does, in fe~nt, reduce accidents. On the other
hand, there is no soliu, irrefutable evidence that driv.r

I educaticn does not, in fact, reduce accidents. Thus, the

score is even; it's a draw. This suggests that future

research be redirected toward irjy-ovement of the program.

To provide better instruction for iore people at less cost

is a wholly worthy objective lor those who would do

research in driver education.

el | Mgt Lassrmen i
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It is not a question of whether to do away with driver
edvrcaLion, as some critics would suggest. Rather, it is

a question of what kind of instruction is more effective.
At a recent Symposium on Automotive Safety sponsored by
the American Medical Assocation in Washington, D.C., one
speaker who has not always been complimentary in his
remarks about driver education emphasized that even though
there have been weaknesses in the program, we must get on
with the training.

Do we need further proof that there is no alternative for

instruction? Though it has not been proved beyond doubt

that driver education prevents tragedies on our streets

and highways, neither can one prove beyond doubt that

fleas cause a dog to scratch. But the evidence of the

value of driver education is over~helming to those who have

been close enough to a substantive p-rogram to sense first-

hand the changez in understanding, insight, and skill that

come about through this teaching-leaining process. It is

] well known that quality differs considerably in various
schools, and any evaluation of driver education generally
should take quality into account. (17}

L
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Driver education in itself is not a solution to all the
highway problems. Perhaps our tendency in the past to
assume that a person can be educated to overcome all highway
inadequacies is a major reason that the program is under
surveillance as it is today.

Without gu~=stion the highway environment with all of its
built-in booby traps has been a contributing fu-:tor in
more highway tragedies than has heretofore been recognized.
William Haddon has pointed out that a sign on the highway
reading "Slippery When Wet" is an official admission that
hexe is a built-in hazard. He has further indicated that
the public should not be expected to tolerate this condition,
nor should the public tolerate fixed poles or bridges with
unsafe abutments that constantly threaten the lives of
peorle when they can be removed, mcdified, or shielded to
eliminate or minimize hazards. The best the driver
education teacher can do is to make every effort to create
a keen awareness on tiie part of the learner of these
highway inadequacies and trust that he will have develcped
the understanding and insight sufficient to deal with most
of them in a safe manner.

Closely related to the problem of highway inadeguacy is the
limitation of the human capacity to see and react within a
safe margin beyond some upper speed limit from which point
there is no return.

This field needs the interdisciplinary approach mentioned
earlier. The researcher and driver education teacher can
join forces to make a systelns analysis of the highway
problem. One of their objectives would be to translate

the outcomes for application to the teaching-leacning
situation. This calls for the systems approach as utilized
in otler contexts in the development of a new orientation
for innovations in driver education, Some studies have
pointed out the need to know what skills are critical to
the driving task.18) Though some of the basic driving tasks
have long been recognized by the driver education teacher -
- such tasks as that of tracking which requires some
minimum level of visual acuity and neuromuscular ccordina-
tion -- he is well aware that the body of knowledge can be
further refined and more adequately correlated through
scientific identification of the driving tasks. No doubt
the body of knowledge and the teaching methodology stand

to be improved through a new plan of instruction, scientifi-
cally develcpad in relation to the entire system involving
1ian, the machine, and the highway.
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Improving the Learning Environment

Improving the learning environnent involves humanizing the
content for learning and the setting in which learning
takes place. It means extending the learning environment
beyond the classroom to the community and, indeed,
throughout the life space of the individual.

The average youth, by the time he becomes a senior in high
school, has viewed more than 15,000 hours of television in
addition to hundreds of hours of public movies. These
experlences plus the time he has spent with newspapers and
magazines have exposed him to an almost insurmountable array
of inhumanity -- inhumanity in the form of cruelty,

violence (including violence on the highway), drunkenness,
and dishonesty.

These same high school youngsters have been exposed to some
12,000 houvrs of schooling. Thus, for the school to provide
and adequate antidote for what the student is exposed to in
the rest of his waking hours, a superior program for
instruction is paramount. The average driver education
progrem today has three-tenths of one percent of a child's
12,000 hours of SChOOllng in which to offer such superior
1nstructlona1 services. In driver education, then, we need
to design every phase of the learning experience for
maximum benefits. And when we say learn.ng experience, we
are again talking about more than what goes on within the
four walls of the classroom. We rust include the entire
process of education -- the home, television, radio, news-
papers, and all other media to which the learner is exposed.

Educational technoulogy has become a formidable influence

ir. the schools and colleges of the nation. Among the
technologlcal devices now finding their way into the class-
room is the computer. Already computers are demonstrating
their usefullness in teaching a host of coqnitive skills.
The computer, coupled with television, tap.s, records, and
other audio visual devices, makes possible unique instvuc-
tional systems of 1ght, sound, and touch. (19} Thus, while
driver education was in the forefront in its use of
technology {such devices as simulators), our field now must
do some catching uj: to gain pace with other subject fields.

While the computer can do some instructional tasks better
tnan the human teacher, the teacher must always be in
charge. Yet the teacher nerd not be the direct supervisor
or coordinator of the computer. That can he handled by a
paraprofessional. The important job yet to be dore, and
it must involve research, is to cataloyue ‘hose aspects of
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instruction that are most appropriate for the machine, on
the one hand, and for the human teacher on the other. What
better subject than driver education in which to make this
important rorward thrust!

Mention was made earlier of the extension of the programs

. beyond one-semester and the inclusion of some instruction

at lower grade levels as well as above. John Gecodlad has
foreseen computer coiisoles in classrooms and, in the
foreseeable future, in homes just as television sets are
found today. The computer system will be programmed by an
adequate production of software materials from the school's
lcarning center.(19) Again, driver education can be in the
forefront of this movement. In the meantime whv not program
vastly more traffic safety materials throughout school
curriculums and into the home through existing media? This
entails the learner's acquisition of substantive knowledge
but not his developme~t of neuromuscular skills which, of
course, must be gaine . under the guidance of a qualified
teacher. Finally this position paper assumes the continua-
tion of driver ecducation as a student-centered program
conducted by schools under the direction of qualified
professional staff.

Driver education as we know it today has nct reached maximum
effectiveness. Though comprehensive, quality programs have
demenstrated their worth, improvement can and will be made.
The important thing at this point is to get on with the job
at hand and to improve the program as we go. The objectives
are vital and should not be lost in a cloud of semantics.
The issue is life or death -- life or death for childrer,
youth, and adults. They are the responsibility ¢f our
schools. They are worth working for; they are worth saving.
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DRIVER EDUCATION AND TRAINING: EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS
AND SUGGESTED PLANS

William A. Lybrand, Director
Development tEducation and Training Research Institute
The American University

Or. Lybrand received hia B.A. in 1350 from Muhlenkery College, hin
M.S, in 1952 and his Ph.D. §n 1854 from the Uni-eraity of Maryland
in quanticative and social psycholoay,

He has been an Adjuncl Profeasor at “he American University aince
1962, an Director of the Developrent Fducatiorn and Trairnind Research
Inatitute st “he American Univeraity mince 1%€6, He was Dircctor of
the Human Resources Division of the N{fice of Research and Jralysin,
Agency for International Developme-t from 1564-£5.

Cr. Lybrand's experience includes extenaive Lemenzch and developrunt
on educational and training devices and ayaters. He han directed
projects ©n functional design reguirements for visual Flight aimulaticn
for pilot tralning. At Carmody Corporation, a ranfacturer of
educaticonal and treinina equipmert, he conducted analyses of education
and training requiremerca Inh a variety of schosl, indurtrial, and
military aettings. At AID, he was responaible for plannin; and
implementation ©f a broad program in technicel assintance research.
Enclu2iny sducatioral assistance.

o

At DETR1, he has been principal investiyat>r cf » plannird and
evaluation interview study of the effectivereas of i1nterrational
education and training prograsa of the Agency for Internaticnal

De ;elopment (AID} and of an Office of Fducation sporsored study on
the vae of fnnovetive media in public school systers, as well as
Frincipal lnveatigator of the Driver Educat' on and Trminirg Froject.

There were two basic perspectives from which we approached
our job of developing plans for evaluating driver education
and training programs, rot only as they exist today, but as
they might be taught in the future.

First, we conducted our study in a "systems analvsis"
framework. This led us to accept the following basic pro-
positions, which although elewentary to some, must be made
explicit to avoid subseguent misunderstandings.

1. Highway system performance effectiveness is the
outcome of the interactions am:'ny motor v:hicles,
roadways ({(including traffic conditions) aad
driver behavior--not just the ouvtcome of driver
behavior.

2. Injuries, deaths, and property loss are inadequate
measures of highway system performance effective-
ness when used alone; these must be supplemented
by measures of efficient and successful movement
of people and goods.

3. Nor are injuries, deaths, and prrperty loss any
more adequate as measures of driver bshavior when
used alone; and furthermore, even when adequate
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real-world measures of driving performance are
developed, the effects on these performance
measures of the vehicle and the roadway, including
traffic conditions, must be taken into account.

4. Driver education and training programs, aimed at
driver performance, must be coordinated and linked
with other "people-oriented" programs, such as
licensing and law enforcement programs, if they
are to be optimally effective.

Second, we regarded evaluaticn of any education and train-
ing course generally to be better served by objective data--
that is, uata resulting from direct measurement of behavior
of students-~than by subjective data--the judgments of
individuals about student behavior, or a course, which
clearly are mo.e susceptible to private, persoral biases.
Obviously, objective data are not always available and sub-
jective data must be used-~-but not as an excuse to delay, or
substitute for, initiation of action to acquire objective
data. Along with this view, we envisioned two roles for
evaluation. The first, which we call a formative evaluation
role, uses the information from evaluation studies to assess
how well instiructional goals are being achieved by a course.
The second, a pay-off evaluation role, focuses on the value
of achieving these goals. Goal achievement by a course may
be unimportant if the goals are not worth achieving. 1In
summary, we were oriented toward objective data collection
for use in both formative and pay-off evaluation studies.

Our approach--which initially consisted of analysis of all
the available literature, interviecws with driver educators
and trainers, observation of education and training programs
--including vocational programs, and consultation with
safety researchers of all kinds--led us quickly to accept
the oft-repeated need for improved design of evaluation
studies. However, we felt that much more is involved in
achiaving sound objective evaluation--formative or pay-off.

In our analysis, we developed three additional requirements.
These are listed in Figure 1.

Let me discuss each of these in turn very briefly, because
the need for meeting these requirements provides part of
the rationale for the remainder of our study approach, and
the resultant evaluation plans which emerged.

The first requirement stems from what I believe to be a
"cultural lag" in driver education and training with

respect. to instructional objectives. Through time,
instructional techniques have been adapted to developments
162
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in highway s;stem hardware--changes in car design, in
traffic rules, and so forth. But I do not see any compel-
ling evidence that instructional objectives have heen
significantly modified to reflect the rather dramatic
changes in driving behavior requirements that have accom-
panied threse hardware developments, and the grcwth of the
highway system.

This is critical, because it has become rather well esta-
blished in education and training that clear, precise
statements of instructional objectives, dr,zined in terms of
intended observable behavior outcomes--that is, in terms of
what students are supposed to be able to do following an
educational or training experience--are absolutely essential
for sound evaluation. (As an aside, they also are recog-
nized as essential for the development of quality courses.)

Driver education and training do not lack stated objectives
~--hardly any course does. But the concepts of "skilled
drivers" or "good traffic citizens" leave much to be
desired when it comes to evaluation. And when the surface
of either of these concepts is scratched to obtain specific
guidance on the behavior to be evaluated, the "cultural lag"
of which I spcke, appears. Lef: me be specific about what I
mean.

In the early days of driver education and training, when
there were fewer people, even fewer drivers and vehicles,
and when the highway system was not complex, even though
irregular, it is understandable that an adequate description
of the driving-specific behavior required, focused on,
indeed was largely limited to, the few simple, psycho-motor
manipulative skills involved in controlling the movement of
the car.

However tiue it may have been in the past, such a descrip-
tion of driving performance is most inadequate today. The
modern traffic environment contains driving-specific per-
formanne requirements--such as visval Scanning, gap-closing
judgnents. speed and path decision-making, which in and of
themselves are skill requirements not defineda adequately in
terms of manipulative skills. Today's driving situations
require performance proficiency which goes beyond chat
involved in tne few basic maneuvers found in existing road-
tests and licensing procedures. And, however else a man
may live in other life situations, morally or immorally,

he must cope successfully with these driving-specific
performance requirements if he is to be a rroficient
driver.
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Unfortunately, despite some window-~dressing, the instruc-
tional objectives of driver education and training today
still reflect the underlying presumption that manipulative
skills are the primary driving-specific behaviors in driving
proficiency. They are obviously necessary skills, but they
are far from sufficient skills. Until an adequate descrip-
tion of the full range of behavioral performance required
by real-world driving situations today is reflected in
instructional objectives, evaluation will be incounclusive,
controversy over instructinnal approaches will continue,
and little dent in the slaughter on our highways can be
expected from education and training.

I will not spend much time on the next two requirements.
Clearly, for evaluation purposes, new and improved ultim.te
criteria of real-world driving proficiency are required

that include, but are not limited to, violation and accident
data. Even when they are developed, however, they would not
be suitable for direct use in evaluation studies.

Sound evaluation requires standardized measurement condi-
tions so that we can know the effccts that different
factors have on the performance we are measuring. 1In
addition, of course, accidents are low probability events
and the expense and effort to acquire these and other posi-
tive measures aver a long enough period of time is prohibi-
tive. For these reasons, routine use of real-world
ultimate criteria in evaluation studies is neither
desirable nor practical.

The primary use of such new and improved real~world
proficiency measures would be to validate new intermediate
criteria of driving proficiency--our third requirement.

We are suggesting that new objective tests of driving
proficiency are required which measure driving performance
in common and critical driving tasks, during which the stu-
dent can perform well or poorly without vhdue risk to his
physical well-being, or to that of others. Life-like
driving behavior, in which knowledges, skills, and attitudes
are ref{lected, must be messured in situations which simulate
real-life.

Our emphasis on driving behavior does not mean that we
believe paper and pencil knowledge tests are useful in
evaluation, particularly in formative evaluation studies.

It does mean that we consider that knowing what to do is not
the same as doing what is known, and that the Lest
prediction of how well a student will perform in real-world
driving will be measures of how well he performs in driving
situaticns that are most like the real world. I will have
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more to say about intuvrmediate criteria when I discuss our
evaluation plans.

As I indicated earlier, the key building-block for uameeting
the first requirement, and indeed the third requirement,
simply does not exist at the present time in driver educa-
tion and training, or anywhere else, for that matter--that
.s, an adequate descripticn of the driving behavior profi-
ciency required to meet real-world driving performance
requirements.

Developing such a statement is obviously a massive long-
term undertaking. At this point in our study, we opted at
least *n begin that undertaking, feeling that there was
much 2mpirical evidence that could contribute to at least
the initinl steps of a task analysis of driving performance.

We realized at the time that we were opting for long-term
objective evaluation and that there were pressing needs for
immediate evalvation plans; our hopes and expectations were,
however, that there would be meaningful peel -offs from this
effort that could be used for immediate subjective evalua-
tion. Figure 2 schematically illustrates, tiien, this study
approach.

It is true, of course, as Miller has s&id, that an actual
description of performance requirements may often seem
meager and trivial when compared with the ritualistic forms
of education and training which are provided. But in the
long run, there is no substitute method which is likely to
produce as meaningful and useful a set of instructional
objectives and evaluation instruments.

ror our driver performance analysis, we used relatively
straight-forward task analysis techniques.

As a first result, we defined the objective of the generic
driving task as indicated in Figure 3. Every time a person
gets into a car to take a txip he has these objectives.
Given the specific content oL a trip, it can bLe seen that
his real-world proficiency can be measured in at least five
ways, in terms of accomplishment of the task objective.

With this task objective as a frame of reference, we¢ then
examined accident data and other literature on driver
performance to see if we could identify driving situations
in which differences in the probability of successful
accomplishment of the task objective suggest that different
performance requirements are being placed on the driver by
those situations. We ended up with a kind of taxonomy of
task situations which is shown in Fiqure 4.
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As you can see, the taxonomy has ‘hree major dimensions,
with variations in these dimensions being associated with
different probabilities of accomplishing the driving task--
and, by definition, differences in skill requirements on
the driver. The dimensions are: the roadway setting, that
is, rural, urban or limited access roadways; the driving
mode, that is, open-road driving, entering and leaving
traffic driving, and traffic flow driving; and driving
stress, that is, unanticipated events in the environment,
or events in which the temporal span for the driver to
respond ts very brief.

We next examined the data a little more closely to transiate
the 18 driving situations into driving tasks, usiag the
driving mode as our major classification device. The 15
pro-typical taris listed in Figure 5 emerged.

When variations in voadway settings and in stress conditions
are used with this list, some 40 situational driving sub-
tasks result. We Lelieve that thes:c 80 sub-tasks are repre-
sentative of and prnvide comprehensive coverage of the

range of performance requirements with which a driver must
cope in the real world if he is to be proficient.

Two conclusions follow. First, if education and training
is given in these B0 sub-tasks, the student is likely to be
a better driver than if he is not given such learning
experiences. Second, if a student performs well on inter-
mediate criterion measures on these sub-tasks, he is likely
to perform well in the real-world in ultimate criteria.

The next steps in the task analysis will involve the develop-
ment of "scenarios" for each sub-task in which the situa-
tional environment is specifically identified--the objects
in the environment, how other traffic moves, etc.--and iu
which the driver's behavior is described in terms 2f good
and poor responses to that environment. These steps went
far beyond the time and resources available to our study,
but we did initiate them. We organized the available
empirical evidence regarding performance proficiency
according tc situational factors and driver characteristics,
including human proficiancy in conducting the specific
guidance functions involved in operating a motor vehicle.

Beyond gituational driving performance measvrements, we
identified two additional categories of tasks on which
criterion measures must be taken. These are shown in
Figure 6.

The first, which ve call iastrumental tasks, really refer
to the marriage of the driver with the vehicle; they are
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instrumental because without pcoficiency in these simple
tasks it is unlikely that he could cope successfully with
the 80 situational driving sub-tasks. The second categoxy
of these tasks is considered ancillary, because *he tasks
are not components of driving performance per se, but
ratner separate procedural tasks.

Finxlly, we identified a series of knowledge items which
would seem to be necessary for proficient driving (Figure
7.) These are listed as knowledge categories, in the first
instance, simply because it is impossible to represent all
the situational and traffic environments in a measurement
situation, or for that matter, in the entire set ©»f learn-
ing experiences in a driver education and training course.
These would zeem to be the knowledges most relevant in a
stimulus~-generalization sense in order for the driver to
cope with new and different environments which he has not
previously experienced, nor on which he was measured. In
the second instance, the knowledges refer to those non-
driving factors which have been empirically demonstrated to
be related to accident probability and ssverity. As such,
they are critical t» the driver's assessment of risk as he
copes with differing the performance requirements in his
sitvational driving tasks.

These, then, i.re the highlights of the task analysis which
we initiated on driving performance. From this work, w:
were able to reformulate a set of instructional objectives
which seem to us to be meaningful in terms of real-wor.d
driving performance proficiency, and which can be used to
begin intermediate criterion development (Figure 8.)

You will note, first, that we have limited the general
instructional aim to entry into the real-world highway
system. More specifically, we have limited the terminal
instructional objective 1in time to five years in recogni-
tion of tic influence of post-driver education and training
learning experiences on actual on-the-road driving. Such a
limitation also recognizes that with the passage of time
the influence of any specific learning experience, or set
of learning experiences, is likely to merge with other
influences in such a way as to mask effectively the inde-
pendent influence of any single learning experience.

The first enabling objective stresses performance in the
prototypical driving tasks shown earlier, or some similar
set.

The second enabling objective recoygnizes the impossibility
of providing a student with all the specific stimulus cue
patterns with which he will be faced during the first years
he is driving.
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The third enabling instructional objective is phrased to
imply only that the student acquires the capability duraing
the course to be aware that proficient driving behavior can
have a positive affective component, and that he has begun
to attach emotional significance and value to it. The
objective does not gn so far as to imply preference
(attitudes) or commitment, and is much less internalized
than an orcanized value system, or a consistent philosophy
of life.

And now, to get to our recommended plans which are shown in
Figure 9.

As a short-range plan it is clear that we are limited to
subjective evaluation. Accordingly, we would suggest a
survey of driver education and training courses to assess
the extent to which learning experiences with high content
validity to real-world driving perforimance are being in-
cluded, and, secondly, the amount of supervised practice
which is weing given in common and critical driving tasks.

This recommendation is directly based on the evidence frum
some driving research in England, and on much indirect
evidence from other research on complex psycho-motor skills,
which suggests that regardless of age, ear.y learning is
accompanied by freguent and large errors which diminish with
practice. Thus, the high accident rate of youth, somehow
mystically attributed to their chronological age, may be rno
more than a cultural artifact. This is the time of life
when most are acquiring driving skill.;, and ccnsequently

may be more a function of inexperience and early learning
errors than anything connected with their physiological age,
or only weakly related to their emotional immaturity, socio-
economic level, or similar factors.

As an intermediate-range plan, I am suggesting a technique
whereby we can stimulate and use the vast reservoir of
experience in improving driver education and training
programs that lies within the instructors who conduct them.
What we are saying here is tiat if we can put some sound
evaluative instruments in the hands of teachers, many can
be expected to adiust their curricvlum offerings in
innovative and imaginative ways.

Finally, our long-range plan, as you might have cuspect :1,
focuses on a whole-task simulatnr. We are suggesting one
for each FHA region after development, in a mobile van,
which can be used as a continual evaluation instrument in
each regional area in a program of experimental pay-off
evalvation studies.
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It is recognized that the deveiopment of such a simulator
will be a lengthy and costly process, involving perhaps a
five-year dzvelopment period and a $10 million cost for a
prototype and nine production units. The accident problem,
however, has bezn with us for a long time and is likely to
be with us for a much longer time, and five y=ars may be an
insignificant time period from that perspective. And $10
million, while undoubtedly a very significant sum of money
even in terms of the Federal budget, represents only one-
tenth of one percent of the computed annual costs of
accidents.
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A SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR VIEWS DRIVER TRAINING EVALUATICN

Sidney P, Marland, Jr.
President, Institute for Educational Development

Dr. Marlend is President of the Institute for Educatic'al teveloprent.
Ke brings wide experience in education st all levels to the work in
which LED {8 engaged. He hes ceep interest in urban prodlers and
sccomplishments {a urban education that are especially significant

at this time.

Dr. Marland recelved his A.B. and M.A. from the University of
Connecticut in 1936 and 1950, respectively, and a Fh.D. from Kew
Yorx University im 1955. The University of Pittsburgh conferred

an honorsry LL.D. upon him in 1966.

Before accepting the presidency of 1ED, he had been Superintendent

of Echools in Pitteburgh, Penn., since 1963, Before going to
Pittaburgh, Or. Marland held similar posts in Winretka, 1il.., and
Dearlan, Conn., for a totael of twenty ytars as scherl superintencent.
e Pos been active in various national organizsticrs, servinc on the
bosrds of National fducationsl Televislon. Nationsl Merit Scholarship
Corporation, and the Joint Council on Economic Education. Vice
Chairran of the 1965 white House Conferesce on Education, he 1n presently
on th Prealdential Advisory Coumcil on Education of Disadva-tajed
Children and the Presidcntial Advinory Council for the Office of
Economic Opportunity. Xe is President of the Remsarch Council of the
Grast Citiee Program for School Impzovement and a memtes cf nuderous
frofssnionsl associntions, including the American Atsociation of
Chief School Adminintretors.

In his opening rerarks, S. P. Marland, Jr., President of
IED spoke to the need for sober, unemotional examination of
the subject of driver education in the schools of the
nation. Reflecting upon hig twenty years as a superinten-
dent of schools, Dr. Marland declared that boards of
education regularly found themselves sharply divided on the
large issues of public policy surrounding driver education.
Boards of educatior.,, he stated, are familiar with contro-
versy, and are able generally tc reach a consensus, even
though painful, on most controversial topics which thne
schools musi confront. One can describe this as a profile
of the feelings of board of education members spread upon a
normal curve of distrihution, with the consensus, say on
the question of sex education, falling at the mode. How-
ever, on the subject of driver education one can generally
count on polarization -- two modes at the extremes of the
curve of distribution of feelings. Boards and school
administrators need the pooling of wisdom from conferences
such as this one to guide them in this cloudy arena.

Dr. Marland listed some of the points of conflict letween
positions scparating some boards of education members, in
which school administrators needed help in guiding policy
formulation.
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Dubious evidence of results of driver educationr
as now conducted.

Excessive emotional support for the program based
on assumed implications for saving lives.

Attractiveness deriving from automotive industry
support in the unlimited loan of dual control
vehicles. (No similar advantage, for example, for
teaching physics or spelling.)

Influence of insurance industry affecting parent
interest in reduced premiums.

Compgtition for student time and interest
vis-a-vis the academic program which is already
overloaded without driver education.

The costs of driver education competing with cther
school costs at a time when sche-1l budgets are
straining to sustain formal educ.tion programs.

Sincere wish on the part of board members to fill
a social need, particularly in the direction of
safety, 1f no other agency is filling the need.

Unwillingness on the part uf some board membhers to
accept driver education as a function of the
public schools, as distinct from other agencies,
such as police, highway department, or motor
vehicle department.

Dr. Marland urged that sound evidence be developed by the
members and participants in the symposium, to provide more
useful. assessment of driver education. At this time, we
offer driver education because tt sounds good and feels

good.

Increasing pregsure for accountability by the schools

demands that we know Just how good it is.
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THE CASE FOR MULTIPLE STANDARDS IN DRIVFER TRAINING

Warren E. Rumsfield, past-President
National Professional Driver Education Association

Kr. Rurafiald gradvated from Roosavelt Univeraity with a cegree in
e4.cation and paychology. Kia post graduate education included
courses st Chicajo Teachars Collags and Iowa State University.
puring the years 1951-1957, Mr. Rumafield was employ 1 ax a teacher
by the Chiceago Board of Education. He founded his owi North Shore
Driving 5chocl as s sideline in tha eaxly apring of 1953, By 1457,
since North Shore Driving School raguired sl) his time and attention,
he reaigned from his teaching position in the Chicago public achools.
By the aummer of 1958, tre North Shore Driving School had grown into
cne of tha largeat crqanizations of {ta kind in the country,
employing more than 45 people and capable of teaching almoat 7,000
people a year to drive. The school .ow employs up to 85 people

and la able to teach vp to 15,000 a year.

Mr. Rumafiald atarted tha crqanizational movement ©f the 4riving
school industry in the surmer of 1958, On Octoter 27-28, 19538, the
firat nations) peating of Ariving school cwners was held in Chicago.
The aasociation wvas called The Nutionald masociation of Driving
Schoola, Inc., but this was changed to the National Profemnioral
Drivar Rducation Assoclation, Inc. In its firat year, the Natiocnal
Aspocintion was supported by funds #nd personhel provided by the
Nerth Shore Driving School. Mr, Rumsfield retired as Chairmsn of
tha Board ©f the NPDEA fn 1966, but retaina & lifetime neat on

tha Board &8 the fcunder of the organisation. He hss moat recently
filled tha role of chairman of severasl national committees and wvas
President of the Illinoin Atrociation.

On August 15, 1909, the first driver training school in
America was established in Springfield, Mass. Mr. A. I.
Fairbanks was the proprietor, and rather than being called

a driving school, it was called "Practical Auto Instructors."”
This school is still functioning today and is owned by the
widow of its founder.

In the years that followed, many additional "Practical 2uto
Instructors" established small firms in various parts of the
nation through which the proud possessor of a new motorcar
could learn to operate the vehicle. No doubt, the earliest
driver training schools stressed the actual technical oper-
ation of the vehicle and a few points regarding its main-
tenance. But little by little, these "Practical Auto
Instructors" came to see that they would also have to show
the new driver how to avoid becoming involved in traffic
accidents. And so these "Practical Auto Instructors” set
out to develop practical ways of avoiding accidents and
practical ways of teachiny the technique to their customers
whom they soon started to refer to as "students."

The Practical Driving Schools started to multiply and prosper.
The ambitious and successful proprietors were quick to rec-
ognize the rules of the free enterprise system which dictate
that if one can do a good job he can charge a good fee and
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can show a good profit, and that the business will grow if
most customers will send their friends. Thus, some of the
schools became greatly concerned with developing a favorable
reputation and a good image which would strengthen their
firm and enhance their future. Unfortunately, there were
{as in all professions, trades, and businesses) a few who
lacked the ability, the dedication, the character, or the
stature to recognize and meet their obligations to the
public. These few, just as in many lines of endeavor, have
cavsed much harm to the reputation of the driver training
school industry and embarrassment to the better operators.
People, it seems, are always quick to remember and report
the bad, but that which is done well is often taken for
granted.

In 1958, a National Association was organized which actempted
to bring together the more dedicated and conscientious
driving school owners and to establish communications with
the few local associations which had been started in the
previous decade. 1In the '50s it was found that the driver
training school industry in the United States consisted of

a little under 2,000 driver training schools which taucht
perhaps a little over 1,007,000 people to drive a year.

Under the guidance of the National Association the number

of customers coming to driver training schools increased to
about 1,750,000 or more per year. Although the number of
schools has increased only to approximately 2,200, both the
size and the quality of these schools has been greatly im-
proved. Some of the less desirible schools bave been replaced
with the more dedicated operators, but we freely admit that
considerable work remains to be done in this realm. However,
thanks to efforts towards standardization, a better pvblic
image, strong driving school laws, and effecti‘'e natiunwide
leadership, the driver training school industry has prospered
in the last half-decade as never before.

Through the years, the driver training school indust:y
enjoyed the advantages of the free enterprise system. Under
the free enterprise system, the driver training schools had
a free hand in designing their courses of instruction, in
vurchasing their equipment, and in establishing the services
they would offer to the public. The limitations were only
two-fold: First, they had to meet the requirements o.
general and driving school laws, and secondly, they had to
meet the requirements of the customer well enough so that
the customer would be likely to refer his friends and rela-
tives to the school. If a particular driver training school
felt it would be advantayeous to offer instruction in very -
expensive air-conditioned cars, it would easily do so provided
the public was willing to spend ar extra fifty cents or
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dcllar for each lesson in the expensive air-conditioned
luxury cars. If a driver training school decided to offer
a course of fifteen hours of instruction behind-the-wheel
rather than ten hours of instruction behind-the-wheel, it
could do so provided the public was willing to accept the
longer and, of course, more expensive course not only when
they personally enrolled for instruction, but also when the
time came to make a recommendation to their friends or
relatives regarding a source of instruction. Bear in mind
that through the last 60 years the driver training school
has been highly dependent upon referral business from the
friends and relatives of the customers whom they have
taught to drive. Until recently the driver training
schools' advertising was very passive, limited mostly to
announcements in the yellow pages of the telephone directory.
Thus, wnen a person decided that he wanted driving lessons,
he would turn to his friends and relatives to inquire about
4 source for these lessons. And so, just like the local
doctor or lawyer, the referral of customers by satisfied
students was almost the only practical way a school could
grow substantially. Only in the last three or four years
has one noticed driver training schools' advertising in
newspapers, on billboards, in public transit vehicles, on
matchbooks, on radio, etc. Thus it was a matter of doing
the job to the satisfaction of the customer--no, to the
exuberant satisfaction of the customer--or else facing
stagnation or business failure. The practical school owners
knew that they had better make a good driver out of the
individual and be'd better not have a lot of accidents or
he would become a negative influence in the growth and
development of the firm. All businessmen know that it takeos
a hundred delighted customers to eaual the ill-effects of
one unsatisfied customer. In recent years the questionable
operators who failed to learn this lesson were ' ften soon
looking for another field in which to make a living.

In order to improve the standards of the industry and to
~urb the flow of nuestionable operators, the driver train-
ing school industry itself designed and lobbicd for strong
and effective driver training school laws in each state.
Thanks to this effort at least 37 states now have driver
training school laws most of wl ch are based, at least in
part. upon the national recommendations. And Federal
legislation for which leaders of the driver school training
industry also fought, provides that the states must regulate
driver training schools or suffer financial losses from their
Federal highway funds.

Being practical teachers of driving, the driver training
schools are concerned with only one thing: Teaching people
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how to move a vehicle from one point to another without
beceming involved in collisions with other vehicles, or
with pedestrians, or with fixed objects. There is no great
concern for developing the soul of the individual so that
he is likely to be a superior citizen, or so that he is
likely to be a moral individual, or so that he is likely

to earn a seat in heaven. The practical instructors are
concerned about the practical problem of teaching people

to move a car safely from one point to another. This, it
seemed to them, was the function of driver training.

A philosophy was started, therefore, based upon habit-
building. The driver training schools set out to develop
skill and safe driving habits. They feel that their ability
to employ teachers who do not get bored because they are
overly educated is a strong, positive asset. Thiey sece

where their ability to allow for individual differences
between students makes it possible to meet the needs of each
student on an individual basis. They question the value of
five times as much classroom work as behind-the-vheel 1.0vk
for beginning drivers. They borrowed the basic concepts
developed by Havold L. Smith as part of their philosophy of
driver training. As most experts know, Harold Smith has
developed a successful technique of safe driving which he
uses in the retraining of experienced ftieet, truck, and
pascenger car drivers for large commercial firms. Many
driver training schcols have applied these same concepts to
the training of new drivers. Time and space does not allow
us to go into all details regarding the "Smith System" here.
But it is hoped that those who are not familiar with the
Smith System will avail themselves of information on the
topic,

The experts in the profession were gquick to recognize that
the habit-building philosophy bazs2d upon the ideas of
Harold L. Smith was probably the best approach to creating
safe new drivers, Of course, they lack scientific studies
to prove what their eyes and hearts know to be true. But
then, the advocates of all other philosophies of driver
training also lack valid studies. All are in the same boat,
and all are more or less starting from scratch.

The professional driving school industry is proud of its
sweeping reforms and improvements of the last 10 years.

But the leaders of the industry admit freely that much

work remains to be dune. To those who accuse the profess-
ional driving school of shortc.mings, they plead "guilty"
in many cases. But in their plea of guilty they say to all
involved in traffic safety, "You must share the guilt,
Where were you when the driving school needed guidance,
leadership, and regulatory legislation?"”
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The accomplishments of the last 10 years are even more
astonishing when one realizes that not only was there often
undermining anc¢ opposition to their efforts (Lo get effective
driving school ragulatory legislation but sometimes the
schools had t¢, at the same time, fight against hostile or
ruinous legislation. A million or more veople were coming
to driving schools a year, and nearly all of traffic safety
either ignored them, or opposed their efforts to put their
own house in order, or pushed injurious and unfair legisla-
tion at them.

Recently, we have heard a neat slogan :alled "The Single
Standard" applied to driver education. Apparently, those
interested in high school driver education desire to force
the professional driving schools to accept and erploy their
standards and their philosophies. By calling for a "single
standard” they are in effect saying "We want you to do

TR T e o~ "

things our way.

In view of the failures and shortcomings of high school
driver education, one might consider this proposition to be
a little humorous. But the humor ends when we find these
people actively tobbying in Washington and in the dtate
capitols to force, indeed, their strange philosophy upon
their competitors in the professional driving school field.
In view of this it behooves us to take a close, critical
look at the "single standard" which is being advocated and
to compare it with other standards which may exist.

Often the professional driving schools have the job of
currecting and completing the instruction of the children
who have already had a 30 and 6 course in the high schools.
One Chicago professional school alone processed 155 high
school driver education graduates in one month of 1968.
Multiply this figure by the total number of driving schools,
and one can recognize that a tremendous number of high
school tra:nred teenagers appear at professional schools for
further instruction. Through this, and by taking college
driver education courses, etc., the practical schools
became thoroughly familiar with the theory, practices, and
product of the high schools. And frankly, most are a bit
contemptuous of it. And so it has been tha: the practical
school operator sought a different philosophy and approvach
to the topic of creating safe new drivers. Perhaps he's
not always positive that the «poroach he is contemplating
is absolutely the best one, but he saye that he at least
knows one approach which is wrong.

The 30 and 6 attitude-building concept of driver education
was developed 34 years ago. Probably, the course, consist-
ing of five times as much classroom instruction as behind-
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the-wheel instruction, was produced because it seemed to

be the easiest thing to schedule at the time, because it was
a salable size package, and because it seemed economically
feasible. After all, it is far less expensive to conduc:.

30 hours of classroom instruction than several hours of
behind~the-wheel instruction. This is dramatically illust-
rated in Illinois, for example, where the state allocates
orly $8.00 of public funds for the 30 hours of classroom
irstruction for teenagers but allocates $32.00 of public
funds for six hours of behind-the-wheel instruction.

But the professional driving schools don't have budget
committees to convince, schoolboards to bulldoze, or tax-
payers to appease. They are free of these things and can
design instruction, not simply to be a salable package to
the schoolboards and budget committees, but actually to do
a job. Think of it, a driving course with none of the
hamstrings that saddle high school driver education!
Possibilities unlimited! This is the reason why the driv-
ing schools should be able to blaze a great trail. They
are free to explore, to seek better methods, to find new
horizons. Of course there are those who would straight-
jacket the professional driving schools with the same 30
and 6 courses and methods that hold back the high schools.
This must never be allowed. Traffic safety should make
use of the miraculous potential of the free enterprise
driving schools. Use the system that in all other areas
has made America great!

Following the adoption of the 30 and 6 concept of driver
education, various rationales were developed to justiry

such a program. Attitude-building was more impcrtant than
habit-building, claimed the advocates of this program. We
all know that good attitudes can be just as well "taught"

in a classroom as behind-the-wheel. Thus, a hodgepodge of
theories and hypotheses developed in order to sell this
concept first to those who were to become its promoters and
secondly to the schoolboards, educatcrs. legislators, and
the public, and a host of statistics flooded the nation
claiming tbat this driver education program reduced accidents
by 50%. Can you imagine; 36 hours of instruction and the
results are a 50% reduction in accidents on the part of
thoughtless, immature, accident-prone teenagers? Sounds
fantastic, doesn't it? As revealed by the researchers in
the symposium held at the Drake-Oakbrook Motel in Oakbrook,
Illinois, December 1-4, 1968, this concept was indeed
fantastic, since it was amply pointed out that there are no
data or statistics which prove conclusively that high school
driver education has any beneficial effects whatsoever.
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Even further than that, the professional schools viewed,
first with amusement, later with horror, the attitudes
towards such devices as driving ranges and simulators.
Simulators are a cheap substitute for the real thing aid
designed primarily to save money; however, as time went on,
simula »rs became not simply a money-saving device but a
superior standard all by themselves. There was something
about simulators that made them better than the real thing
which they were supposed to imitate, or so it seemed some
people believed. And even the driving ranges which were
designed to substitute for actual on-the-road and in-traffic
coach-pupal instruction soon started to take on an air of
superiority over actual coach-pur:il in-traffic instruction.
The professional schools which had the job of correcting and
completing the instruction of teenagers were not deceived;
they viewed the quality of instruction in the hign schools
as going down, not up, as a result of the money-saving
devices. Even today, there is an incredibly strange outlook
with regard to these devices because some people artually
believe that they are superior to +he real thing wnich they
are supposed to imitate.

In explaining the difference between high school driver
education and that which the professional driving scrools

do, I can find no better reference than some selected guotations
from what is really the first nation-wide study of "the state
of the art," which was published in 1962 after an exhaustive
two-year study. This is reported in a book entitled The
Highway Jungle , written by the late Dr. Edward Tenney.

Tenney explains the difference between driver education and
driver training, and implies that the professional schools are
the ones doing driver training and the high schools are the
ones interested in driver education. We think hLe has hit

the nail nearly on the head and would like to guote some of
his comments at this time.

Most citizens are confused over the difference
in the meaning of the terms "drive: education' and
"driver training”. If asked to distinguish between
a high echool educated driver and a professionally
trained cne, many would stutter, then say that they
gaw no difference. Jou,ialists and radio announcers
use the two words in the same report as if they meant
the same thing. In consequence, the citizens,
whether they act in their capacity as parents of
adolegcents or as legislators, city, state, or
federal, or as nebers of boards of educaticn,
usually vote in ignorance on the supposition that
a vote for driver education is a vote for driver
training. Yet the two differ fundarentally in
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method and in teaching. Although both aim at the

same targei, their methods for scoring buli's eyes
differ as shooting a machine gun differs from shooting
a telescopic rifle. In the first you spray the

target and hope for a hit; in the second you focus

the cross hairs and center the shot.

High School Driver Education is spiritual,
theoretical, complex, academic and begins with the
agssumption that the student 18 ignorant of cars,
traffic problems, aend human nature.

Professional Driver Training, physical, practical,
unacadzmic, begins with the assumption that the
studeunt already knows much and should be trained
or “habituated” to use that much well.

High school driver education ts based on the
theory that good people don’t have accidents and
that bad people do. It 18 what is called an ethical
or moral science. Aeccidente are caused by bad people
being bad, and safety is created by good rz20ople being
good. Those who hove right attitudes live safely and
usually die of old age; those with wrong attitudes
live recklessly and often die prematurely. A few
acceidents are unavsidable, as when an avalanche
sweeps skiers into a canyon, but 80 or 90 per cent
of what are called accidents allegedly stem from
wrong attitudes. 4 scientific study of these wrong
attitudes reveals the right ones, and all that
remains to be done 18 to cultivate these
Safe driving allegedly illustrates a person's
charity, benevolence, and good will toward every-
body. It represents the high-water marx of
eitvilization, for it symbolizes the co-operative,
non-competitive spirit. A spiritually educated
driver never contests the right of way but yields
i1t humbly. A good teacher can so humiliate a youth
in thirty clase recitations plus sixz hours of i%lus-
trative practice as tuv render him "safe' there-
after. The primary problem i8 a problem of soul,
of right attitude.

By contrast, driver training aims at no such
ethereal culminatior. It 18 a practical science
and hae one clearly limited purpoze: the safe
trangportation of man and materials from one spot
to another, Its aim 18 tn traiw the eye to see
the whole traffic picture, to discipline the hand

g8
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to steer and the foot to accelerate, decelerate, and
brake as the traffic picture opens up or closes in.
Thus the taxi driver who delivers his load as
required by this small science is not to be praised
for his virtue and civie nobility, but for doing

his little job scientifically. The problem is
regarded by the driver trainer az ¢ problem not of
soul, but of sense. The right use of the five
senses, particularly the sense of eyesight, suffices;
the sizth or soulful sense may be a wonderful thing
to have, but many "safe" drivers don't have it.

A second general difference is in method. The
seience of driver education uses the indirect approach
on the theory that the safety soul-set cannot be
developed directly. The offictial doetrine as
established at the Jackson's Mills (West Virginia)
conference in 1949 lists five approaches, four of
them indirect: The student <s made '"safe” by --

1. Developing "a strong sense of
perscnal and social responsibility
for the common welfare"

2. Developing "pride in maintaining high
standards of performance'

3. Promnting "the safe, efficient, and
enjoyable use of equipment and environ-

ment"

4. Promoting "habits of co-operation in
meeting problems of the common
welfare"

§. Preparing himself for a "socially

useful" job

All of these main purposes have two or more
sub-purposes listed. Thus ‘he fifth sub-purpose
of number 1 is to develop '"a thinking in working
toward a solution of the traffic problem”. When
the sub-purposes are added to the major ones, the
teacher and student are confronted with the problem
of achieving twenty-three sublime and useful
purpoaee in thirty-six legsons, one of which is
the developm~nt of "a dynamic realistic philosophy".

The science of driver training is completely
unphiloeorhical. It limits <tself to the fifth
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purpose -- that of doing a job well. In fact, tho=
science doesn't speak of "soctially useful" jobs,
because few drivers can judge whether they are doing
what i8 socially useful; hence a job is simply called
a job. The approach ig direct. It begins not in
academic theory but with the right use of the physical
eye. Among the purposes of the driver trainer are
these five to train a student:

1, To aim high in steering

2. To get the big traffic picture
3. To keep his eyes moving

4. To leave himself an "out'

5. To make sure he is seen

A third major difference is in the attitude of
the teacher toward the etudent. The driver educator
starts with the assumption that the student knows
nothing and therefore must have everything spelled
out for him.

Two soctial sciences, psychology and sociology,
are supposed to be the sciences which will solve
the accident problem so that "we will not be in
congtant danger of destroying one another". By
an academic study of the psychological and socio-
logical foundations of accident causation, a boy
or girl 18 allegedly immunized against avoidable
accidents. This socio-psycho knowledge will drive
out the evil attitudes and infuse the charitable
ones.

The driver trainer disagrees sharply. Well-
intentioned people experience grief on the highway
all the time. According to one report, 85 percent
of all accidents happen to the best people, to
citizens who love their wives, adore their children,
and yearn for the common welfare. So the driver
trainer begins his teaching about where the driver
educator ends hies. The driver tratiner makes the
primary assumption that hie trainee was not born
yesterday but has learned from the greatest of
teachers, experiencde, that we do have a traffic
problem, that cars have internal-combustion
engines, that laws govern the use of cars on public
roads, that cars riust be jacked up before changing
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tires, that the panel has gauges which tell the
driver various stortes, and that two sclid bodies
cannot occupy the same space simultaneously. The
driver trainer cassumes that every boy and giri knows
Newton's Laws of Motion, not necessarily in theory
but eimply through the experience gained in childhood
from falling off tricycles and biceycles and from
running @round corners . . . . In other words, a
driver trainer helievec that what a student and his
parents can readily do for themszlves they should do,
and that the superfiectial, the trivial, the self-
evident, and the irrelevant should be omitted.

Good driving 1s a matter not of how maladjusted
other people are nor of the sociology of mass
production, but of what you do with your eyes and
feet as the traffiec picture unwinds before you.

The driver trainer leans heavily on the fact
that good driving is a matter of small intelligence
and much training. Thousands and thousands of
excellent chauffeurs, bus drivers, taxi men and women,
and truckdrivers for commercial fleets roll up
remarkable records -- the best in the country --
without benefit of the higher sociological anl
psychological science, often without high school
diplomas, some even without average intelli junce,

Among the best drivers im America ire
James Hoffa & Teamsters. Case studies of the rank
and file membership of this extensive unton reveal
no superior ethical excellence. This group of rore
than a million shows no signs of an intense draire
to ennoble itself by inward purgation. The group is
not distinguished for ite eivie virtue, nc locs the
country look to it for leadership. If civi. virtue
18 the basie of good driving, then the best drivers
surely must have the highest civie virtue. Feouw
citizens outeide the Teamsters' Union Jould rale
thie claim for it. And thus the driver traiyrrh
roundly assert that skillful driving has »no vie‘ole
relationship to eivee virtue. Bad citiazena t_t‘n
drive well and good citizens often drive badly; no
eitizen should be licensed to drive merely Lecause
he has the safety soul-set

. At a meeting in 1249, the educators
ruled that thirty hours of theory are needed to produce
the right attitude and that sixz hours of practicing
it behind the wheel will euffice. Out of this group
agreement has come the standard thirty-and sirc ruling
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which legislatures have written into state laws.
Hence, according to some laws, the school guarantees
to the state that the appiicant for a driver's license
has the right attitude, and is '"safe', because he

has a certificate from the school proving he has
passed the 30 and 6 course of study.

The trainer puts his emphasis not on any
particular number of hours of theoretical study.
People differ so markedly in their powers of observa-
tion that one person may need a hundred hours of
training before he habitually sees the whole traffic
picture and responds to 1t accurately; twenty hours
may suffice for another; a thousand may do a third
scant good. The whole idea of some fixed schedule
18, to a trartner, absurd ..

« « + . To a citizen who compares the results
of these two approaches, the case for the trainer
looks strong. In an academic environment, intel-
ligence 1s at a premium; but in a congested stream
of fast-flowing traffic THE TRAINED EYE and THE
TUTORED FOOT count most heavily. HNence a trained
taxi man or bus driver, even if a high-class moron,
does his job deftly day in and day out. He may be
unable to extract the square root of 4, but he sees
the whole traffic picture. He ‘'co-operates'" not
from love of the common welfare but from habit.

Since the accident rates of trained diitvers are
superior to those of educated drivers, a citizen
may infer that training i1s superior to educating.
If a citizen lives in a community where the other
citizens insist that the local school assume the
responsibility for immunizing their chiluren against
auto aceidents, then that citizen may rzasonably
request that the school give thirty hours of training
on the road behind the wheel and six hours of
educating in the claasroom. Cormon sense supports
the stand of the driver truitner who said, "Six hours
of training behind the wheel is just enough to teach
a child to drive dangerously". The statistics seen
to confirm this Jjudgment. If the school 1s going
to aseuma responsibility, let 1t really assume the
full load and give training commensurate with the
danger. I an average of fifty hours is needed,
then fifty hours should be given. To do otherwvice
would be wunethical cnd wieked; for when the sohool
assuries the responsibility, it ousht to be held
responsible for the results. When the school cays
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to the eitizen, "We will safety-proof your child",
the citizen haf the right to say to the school, "Be
sure you do."

[T

The professional driving schools are confiient that future
evidence will show the superiority of their practical
approach. In view of the fact that there is no evidence
to prove any degree of effectiveness in the philosophies
of those who preach othexrwise, we insist upon the right

to use our own philosophy in the teaching of our students,
teenagers, and adults.

Indeed, "double standards," if you please. . . . . . Unless,
of ccurse, others would care to adopt our standards now
rather than a few years from now.

We hope that these remarks can be taken without malice or

hard feelings. There are things that we would rather not have
pointed out. But the recent ridiculous drive for a "single
standard" on the part of those who would force th~ driving
schools to accept someone else's outlook has made it necessary
to question the merits of the single stardard to which we

all are supposed to submit.

lLet the professional driving schools go their way and
operate under their own philosophies and let all others do
the same. Let the net results eight or nine years from now,
when valid statistics will be available, speak for each
philosophy. 1Indeed, there may be several philosophies or
standards which should be explored or tried out. 2erhaps
there are those within the professional driver training
school field or elsewhere who have stilla third or a fourth
approach to the problem of creating safe drivers. So

long as no group has evidence that its system is producing
effective results, who is entitled to say that one system
is superior to another? . . . . . or that any system does
not merit at least a fair trial?

You may be shocked to think that several groups would be
experimenting upon the public to find the best means of
creating safe drivers. But after all, we have just witnessed
a 34-year experiment which was performed upon millions of
teenage boys and girls and which ended in failure.

The case for multiple standards is as simpie as this: So
long as we have one set of standards which is failing, we'd

1. Tenney, Edvard, The Highway Jungle. New York:
Exposition Press, 1962, pp. €8-75.
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be rather foolish to put all our eggs in this one basket.
The best way to find a system which will produce safe
drivers is to explore as many avenues as possible. And

who is to deny that perhaps the professional driving schools
are on the right track? Certainly not those who are them-
selves on the wrong track.

It now behooves everyone interested in traffic safety to

seek ways and means to create safe and efficient new drivers.
Every hand is needed, and only the philosophies and approaches
which have already been proven erroneous should he rejected.
Qur colleagues in the high schools, if they are indeed to

meet their obligations to humanity, now face the Herculean
task of completely overhauling their approach to the

driver education problem. Lord knows if they can ever turn
their techniques into something which will do an effective

job in creating safe new drivers.

The professional schools are firmly convinced that they have
the best possible solution to the problem of creating safe
new drivers through their habit-building philosophy.

All of us ask only for the opportunity to serve and to prove
that w~ can indeed do an effective job in reducing highway

deaths and injuries . . ... and spare us from the "single
standard"” nonsense.
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THE MISSION, OBJECTIVES, ORGANIZATION, AND PROGRAMS
OF THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SAFETY BUREAU

William €. Tarrants, Director

Office of Safety Manpower Development
National Highway Safety Institute
National Highway Safety Bureau

Or. Terzants is g graduste of the Ohiao State University where he
received the degrees of Bachelor of Industrlal Engineering and Master

of Scierce in Industrial Engineering. He earred the DoCtor &f Fhiloscphy
degree in education at New York University,

Fe formerly held the position of instructor im industrial engineering
st the Ohio State University. From 1959 to 1964, Dr. Tarrants served
av Assistart Profess~r and Reseszch AnsocCiste st the Center for Safety
rdycatioh, New YorX Univeruwity. Fzom 1364 to 1987, be werved as Chief,
Division of Accident Reaearch, Pureau of Lator Statistles, U.S.
Depariment ©f Labor, with Primary responsibility for conducting specisl
studies of injury rates and accident causes {n selected high-hazard
industries throughout the United States. since May, 1967, Dr.
Tarrants hes been Acting Director, Office of Sefety Manhover Develcprent,
Naticnal Nighway Safety Buresu, U.5. Department of Tranvportaticn.

He la responsibla for planning and administering activities designed
to incresse the supsly and tmprove the axills of all classes of
ranpover required to implement effective Nighway and traffic safery
programs at the Federal stote, and local levels throughout the United

States.

pr. Tarrants iy a Perber of the American Scclety of Safety Zngineers,

the American Inatituta of Industrial Engineers, the Human ractors
Society, tha System Safety Society, anéd the American Association for

ths Advancerent of Science. He marves on a pumder of national
commitiees in the fields of safety engineering, trasfic safety, standatde
devalopment, education, #nd rescazch. He kas published over twenty
artlcles On various wubjects in safety and related fieldy snd holde
Iicenses in two states a0 & reglstered profesatcnal engineer.

I welcome this opportunity to describe the mission,
objectives, organization, and some of the programs of the
National Highway Safety Bureau.

== RELIVANT CONSIDERATIONS & CONSTRAINTS:

(MPACY ON TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

IMPACT ON INDUSTRY (MANUFACTURLRS. DEALERS, INSURANCE, STEEL, OIL, §1€)
PEDERAL - STATE . 10CAL RELATIONSHIPS

PUBLIC & PRIVATE (OSTS

SO(Ili CONSIDERATIONS

"{TllNlTlONll TRADE

- THESE MAY AFFECT TIMING AND DETAILS OF SAFETY PROGRAM

Fig. 1. Nature of the problenm.
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Our challenge is to achieve highway safety gains with due
consideration to such relevant considerations and constraints
as the impact of the program on the transportation system,
program impact on industry {manufacturers, dezlers, insur-
ance, steel, oil, etc.), Federal-state-local relationships,
public and private costs, social considerations, and inter-
national trade.

These and other factors may affect timing and details of
implementation -- but cannot be allowed to impede our basic
objectives.

COMPARISON WITH OTHIR AREAS OF TRANSPORIATION SAFETY
FEDERAL STANDARDS JOR SHIP SAFETY - PRE CIYIL WAR
1CC REQUIREMENTS FOR PULLMAN COKSTRUCTION - 1997
AYIATION SAFEYY REGULATIONS - 1924

AUTOMOTIVE SAFERY PRIOR 10 1966

LIMITED HEARINGS 1956 - 1965

STATE LEGISLAYION

FEDERAL SEAT BELV & BRAKE FLUID LAWS
SAE STANDARDS

_Fig. 2. Legislative background.

A comparison with other areas of transportation reveals that
Federal legislative programs regulating safety have been in
existence for a number of years. Federal standards for ship
safetx,predate the Civil War The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission established safety r reqylrements for Pullman construc-
tion as early as 1907. Aviation safety requlatlons were
adopted in 1926.

An examination of the history of automotive safety prior to
1966 reveals that limited heavings were conducted hy House
and Senate Subcommittees and investigative groups during the
veriod 1956 to 1965. 1In 1956, a Special Subcommittee on
Traffic Safety of the House Committee on Interstate and
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Foreign Commerce conducted hearings on traffic safety.

During 1957 and 1958, Subcommittees of the House Committee

on Interstate and Foreign Commerce held hearings on automo-
bile seat belts, interstate compacts for traffic safety, and
research needs in traffic safety. In 1959, the House Com-
mittee on Public Works axplored the Federal role in traffic
safety. During the period from 1959 through 1963, Subcom-
mittees of the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce held hearings on motor vehicle safety, register of
automobile license revocations, motor vehicle safety standards,
the establishment of a National Accident Prevention Center,
and automobile seat belt standards. 1In 1965 the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce conducted hearings on tire safety. The
Federal role in traffic safety was again examined in 1965

and 1966, this time by the Subcommittee on Executive Reorgani-
zation of the Senate Committee on Government Operation.

During this sam2 time period, certain state legislatures

passed laws pertaining to seat belts, brake fluid, and state
motor vehicle inspection programs. Federal laws followed

state laws on seat belts and brake fluid. 1In addition,

various voluntary standards on automotive safety were
developed and published by the Society of Automotive Engineers.

| PREBIDENSIAL MESSAGE REQUESTING LEGISLATION J

/ 17 RN 8B) -\‘
Pt se PLEY S84

(9 SEPT 48} 95601 4b-
NATIONAL TRATEIC AND MOTOR WIGHWAY SaFETY &CT

YEMICLE SATETY ACT OF 19 OF 1954

l DLPARTMINT OF COMMENCH l

NATIONRL TRAVHIC SAPERY ACENCY NATIONAL MIGHW AT SREHTY RGINCY

/

PLNG 670 DEPARTRINT OF TRANSPORTADION RCT

118 OCt o4}
TEOERAL HIGNWAY ADRIGSTRATION

NATIONAL TRAFHIC SATERY BUREAY  NATIONAL MIGHWAY SRFLTY RUREAU

Ny

SRECUTIVE ORDER M137 RADONNL KIGHWAY SAITTY BURLAY.
14 0m87)

Fig. 3. Presidential Message Requesting Legislation
(chronology of events).
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During 1966, both executive and legislative activities in

the field of highway and traffic safety were intensified.
This chart contains a chronological summary of the major
executive and legislative actions affecting the national
highway and traffic safety program. As a result of President
Johnson's message requesting legislation presented to the
Congress on March 2, 1966, two laws were passed: The
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 (Public
Law 89-563, dated 9 September, 1966) and the Highway Safety
rct of 1966 (Public Law 89-564, dated 9 September, 1966).

The first law established the National Traffic Safety Agency
and the second established the National Highway Safety
Agency, both within the Department of Commerce. With passage
of the Department of Transportation Act {(Public Law 83-670)
on October 15, 1966, the newly designated National Traffic
Safety Bureau and the National Highway Safety Bureau were
placed under the Federal Highway Administration within the
Department of Transportation. Finally, On June 6, 1967,
Executive Order 11357 issued by President Johnson combined
the two Bureaus under the single title of the National Hign-
way Safety Bureau located within the Federal Highway
Administration of the United States Department of Transporta-
tion where it remains today.

NATIONAL TRAFRC
AND BOTOR YENICLE SAFETY ACT

HIGKWAY SAFETY ACT

= TSTARUSH APPROPRIATE * FDIRAL HOTOR « STATE KIGNWAY SAFETY PROGIANS
YOUCLE SAFIVY STANDARDS” = UNIFORE PROGEAM STANDARDS
- STANDARDS ARI 10 B = GOYEINOR IS RISPONSIBLL
- PRACHiCAL — 10CA1 NYOLYERENT
- ORHCTVE =RAICNING FUNDS
= NEERED FOR SATETY HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DIYELCPAEN)

= CONDUCT RESEARCK, TESTING, DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING
—~ ABYISL ASSIST AND COOPLRATE WiTH PUBLIC & PRIVATE ORGRNITATIONS
= EMORCT STANDARDS
. == DEFECT MOTWICATION
- SARTTY STANOARDS AND LADELING
CPOIT AND DUURY RESEARCK AND TEST FACHITY
DRIVER RGHTY

Fig. 4. Summary of major areas of responsibility.
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Specific task assignments and major areas of responsibility
have been established by the National Traffic and Motor
Vehicle Safety Act and by the Highway Safety Act. Title I
of the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act estab-
lishes appropriate "Federal motor vehicle safety standards."”
It requires the Secretary to conduct research, testing,
development, and training necessary to carry out the
objectives of this title. It authorizes the Secretary to
advise, assist, and cooperate with public and private
organizations in the planning and development of motor
vehicle safety standards and methods for inspecting and
testing to determine compliance with these standards. It
contains provisions for enforcing the standards, including
penalty provisions for noncompliance. For example, the law
[on motor vehicle standards] shall be subject to a civil
penalty of not to exceed $1,000 for each such violation."

It further provides that "such violation of a provision of
section 108 or regulations issued thereunder, shall consti-
tute a separate violation with respect to each motor vehicle
or item of motor vehicle equipment or with respect to each
failure or refusal to allow or perform an act required
thereby, except that the maximum civil penalty shall not
exceed $400,000 for any related series of violations." The
law under Title I also provides that "every manufacturer
shall furnish notification of any defect in any motor vehicle
or motor vehicle equipment produced by such manufacturer
which he determines, in good faith, relates to motor vehicle
safety, to the purchaser of such motor vehicle or motor
vehicle equipment, within a reasonable time after the manu-
facturer has discovered such defect."

Title II of the Act contains provisions that pneumatic tires
will be permanently and conspicuously laheled with certain
safety information. It further provides for the establish-
ment of tire safety standards, including a uniform quality
grading system for automobile tires.

Title III authorizes the Secretary to make a complete inves-
tigation and study of the need for a facility to conduct
research, development, and testing in traffic safety (in-
cluding motor vehicle and highway safety) and in connec-
tion with maintenance on highways.

Title IV of the Act provides for a national driver register
;. dentifying individuals whose license or privilege to
operate a motor wvzhicle has been denied, terminated, or
temporarily withdrawn by a state or a political subdivision
of a state.
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The Highway Safety Act of 1966 provides that each state
shall have a highway safety program, approved by the
Secretary, designed to reduce traffic accidents and deaths,
injuries, and property damage resulting from them. It
provides that these programs shall be established in
accordance with uniform standards developed by the
Secretary and that they shall be expressed in terms of
performance criteria. The Act states that the Secretary
shall not approve any state highway safety prcgram which
does not:

1. Provide that the governor of the state shall be
responsible for the administration of the
program,

2. Authorize political subdivisions of the states
to carry out local highway safety programs
within their jurisdictions as a part of the
state highway safety program.

3. Provide that at least 40 percent of the Federal
funds apportioned to a state will be expended
by the political subdivisions of the state in
carrying out local highway safety programs.

A total of 75 percent of the highway safety funds are
apportioned to the states according to population, and
25 percent are apportioned at the discretion of the
Secretary of Transportation. All Federal funds assigned
to a state under section 402 of this Act must be matched
by state appropriations, and the aggregate fiscal
expenditure in a state must at least equal the average
of its fiscal 1965 and 1966 aggregate expenditures.

Section 403 of the Highway Safety Act establishes a high-
way safety research and manpower development program.
Under the provisions of this section, the Secretary is
authorized to use appropriated funds to carry out

safety research, to provide grants for training or
education of highway safety personnel, to establish
research fellowships in highway safety, to develop
improved accident investigation procedures, to develop
emergency service plans, to conduct or sponsor demonstra-
tion projects, and to perform related activities deemed
necessary to carry out the purposes of the section.
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DEATHS
INJURIES

PROPERTY DAMAGE

EFFECTING A CHANGE IN
PUBLIC ATTITUDE & AWARENSSS
WiTH RESPECT 1O
HIGHWAY SAFETY

N2

MOEOR YEHICLE SAFETY PIRFORMANCE
STANDARDS

STATE & LOCAL KIGHWAY SAFETY
PROGRAM STAMDARDS

Fig. 5., Summary of missions and programs.

Our missions may be summarized as significant reductions
in traffic deaths, injuries, and property damage.

We seek to accomplish this by effecting changes in
public attitudes and awareness with respect to highway
safety. More specifically, our programs culminate in:

First, motor vehicle safety performance
standards that have impact on automobile
manufacturers

Second, standards on such highway safety
programs as driver education, motor vehicle
inspection, and driver licensing that are
carried out by states and local governments.
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| PRE-CRASH
Il (RASH

o~

MOTOR VEKICLE SAFETY STATE & LOCAL HIGHWAY SAFETY
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS PROGRAM STANDARDS
DEFINITION DEINITION
[MPLEMENTATION (NPLIBENTATION
ENFORCEMENT ;
EYALUATION ENFOK CEMENT
EYALUATION

MISSION SUPPORT

MOTOR YEHICLE SAFETY PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS

RIGKWAY SAFETY PROGRAM STANDARDS
OYERALL MISSIOR SUPPORT
{YALUATION

Fig. 6. Summary of missions and programs.

Our approach to ‘he problem of traffic death or injury is
to view it as the end result of a three-phase sequence of
circumstances or factors.

Phase One or the "Pre-Crash" phase comprises those
factors that lead up to the oc murrence of accidents.
It 1s defined as the "initiation" period in a
temporal accident sequence which exists prior to

a crash or near crash. In it operate such factors
as drunken driving and alcocholism; mechanical and
medical failures; defects in road design, construc-
tion and maintenance; and deficiencies in the
handling, braking, and related characteristics of
the vehicle. Countermeasures in this phase are
aimed at accident avoidance.

Phase Two or the "Crash" phase includes those
factors which, during the coursec of the crash
itself produce the bodily damage, that is, injuries
or death to occupents. In the crash phase the
results of the impact in terrs of injury or death
are substantialiy determined by the extent. to which
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prior provision has been made for rendering the

forces involved less abrupt. llere the ability of

the vehicle "package" to protect those inside from the
forces of the crash largely determines, for most of the
accidents now occurring, whether injury will occur and
how severe it will be. Countermeasures in this phase
are aimed at injury amelioration.

FPhase Three or the "Post-Crash" phase refers to the
factors which, after the crash, in some fashion militate
against the ultimate full recovery from injuries suf-
fered in the crash. 1In the post-crash phase the factors
that largely determine whether the seriously injured
will survive, and with what after-effects, are those
that relate to the promptness and quality of the first-
aid and emergency transportation they receive. Counter-
measures in this phase are aimed at producing an effec-
tive emergency response and at maximizing salvage.

Organizationally cur effort is divided into twoe missions:
the development and implementation of motor vehicle safety
performance standards and state and local program standards,
each requiring definition, implementation, enforcement, and
evaluation actions. These two programs constitute the major
thrust of the Burea's operating effort. 1In addition, a
mission support program has been established to provide re-

search, development, test, evaluation and manpower guidance
for the two major services.

O[PARTMENT
Cf
IRANSPORTATION

HotRaL
HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION

BURLRY OF NATIONAL HIGKWAY MOTOR CARRIER
PUBLIC ROADS SAFLTY JURERY SATETY BUREAU

Fig. 7. Organization and responsibilities of the NKSB.
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This chart identifies the location of the Bureau within the
organizaticnal structure of the Department of Transporta-
tion. The National Highway Safety Bureau, along with the
Bureau of Public Roads and the Motor Carrier Safety Bureau,
is located in the Federal Highway Administration wi.thin the
Department of Transportaition. The Directors cf these three
Bureaus report to the Federal Highway Administrator, Mr.
Lowell K. Biricwell.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU

{ e OFFICE OF . OFRICE OF
| MTCE OF . CFFICE OF
Pene PLAKS AND PAOGRAM RESEARCH AND CHECIAL PROJECTS
. A SERRTISY IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM SYNTHESIS )
mﬁ‘m‘:ﬁ:‘l.[l KICHWAY SAFETY MATIONAL HIGHWAY
d PROSRAY SERVICE SAFETY INSTiTUTE
[ 14,4014 B

Fiq. 8. NHSB overall organization.

A more detailed urganizational breakdown of the Bureau is
shown here. The cthree primary line functions are the Motor
Vehicle Safety Performance Service, the Highway Safety
Programs Scrvice, and the National Highway Safety Institute.

the Motor vVehicle Safety Performance Service deals
with the establishment of notor vehicle performance
standuzds including the development of the engineer-
ing information ir support of standards, evaluation
of compliance by the manufacturers with these
standards, and the defects notification program.

The Highway Safety Programs Service is concerned
with the development of performance stundards fcr
the various state highway safety programs. It
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provides assistance to the states in implementiny
the programs, assists in the performance of the
various prcgram areas, assures compliance with the
standards as issued by the Secretary, receives and
processes 402 matching-fund grant applications from
the states, and performs a liaison functinn with the
Bureau's Regional Directors and the State Governors'
Representations.

The National Highway Safety Institute serves the
other two Services by planning and implementing
all of their research, test, development, accident
and injury analysis, demonstration, and manpower
traininy projects.

The Office of the Director is concerned with
interface with the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, development of overall policy direction
of programs, coordination with the advisory
committees, evaluation of the overall program,
and inter- and intra-Bureau coordination of
activities end programs. The other four offices
identified on this figure report to the Office
of the Director.

The uffice of Princiypal Scientist provides
scientific advice and consultive services,

seeks to broaden the Bureau's base of scientific
participation, and establishes liaison with the
scientific community. 1Includad among the
present positions are scientists in the fields
of medicinz (e.g., Colonel Stapp), engineering,
public health, and mathematics.

The Office of Plans and Program Implementation
develops and maintains up-to-date comprehensive
program plans, monitors a balanced program, and
prcvides a basis for determining resource re-
quirements and allocations. This office also
coordinates the Bureau's budgeting functions.

The Office of Research and Program Synthesis is
concerned with identifying the crst/effectiveness
of traffic safety techniques, analysis of all
research bearing on highway safety, and implemea-
tation of newly acgquired knowledge.
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Director.

tariat fou:

of Special Projects perxforms a

functions as prescribed by the Bureau
This office also serves as the Secre-
the Bureau's official advisory groups.

NATIONAL HiGHWAY SAFETY BUREAU

F(HIARV OF TRANSPORTA TION

1
i I | ;

I NATIONAL KOTOR VEHICLE
i
| SME 1 ADVISORY COUNCIL

P R e

1 —

"MOTOR YIMICLE SAFETY

. QFFICE OF THE DIPISICR t NALIGNAL KIGKWAY Sm:
! NHSE | ¢ apwisory commpe |
. e e
— = 1
NATIONAL TRAFFIC HIGHWAY SAFETY
SATETY INSTHLT PROGRARS SEAVICE

PERFORMANCE SERVICE l

Fig. 9. National advisory groups.

The laws under which the Bureau was established provide

for two major national advisory groups. The National Motor
Vehicle Safety Advisory Council relates to the standard
setting process of the Motor Vehicie Safety Perforiance
Service. The National Highway Safety Advisory Committee
reviews the safety performance standards for state high-
way programs and makes recommendations on the content of
these various programs.
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DIRECTIGN
OFFICE OF THE
RESOURCE ALLOCATION
DIRECTOR
EVALUATION
I . COORDIMATION
W10k VIRICL] -1 MIGKWAY SarETY || [anouu TRAFHIC OATA RES DOCUMENT

mnocanns suvce {1 sy srune TSV
RS SIRWICE | | \
T P —J ¢ ¥s suppony

' GEN SUPPORT

SAFETY
PIRFORMANCE
SERYICE

s STANDASDS SETTING : EVALUATION

L STANDJRDS INPLEMINTATION |
b STANDARDS CORPLIANCE
f— STANDARDS (YALUATION |

— SUPPORY NEED
’ MISSION SUPPORT

MISSION

Fig. 10, Functional organization,

The functional organization divides into the categories
ot mission and mission support,

The direct mission functions are performed by the two-
line services, namely, the Motor Vehicle Safety
ferforr.ance Service and the Highway Safety Programs
Service. In both cases the work follows the same
general patterxn.

° The setting of standards

° Facilitating their implementation
° Evaluating compliance
° Evaluating effectiveness
° Identifying back-up support needs
Q
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The mission support functions cover the activities of
the National Highway Safety Institute and the Office
of the Director.

The Institute, which with the two-line services
comprises the Bureau's three major units, implements
the research, test, development, demonstration, and
manpower training needs of the two standard-setting
groups. Although some context of its activities will
come from within, +he bulk of the Institute's program
requirements wiil come, at least ir the initial years,
from the two-line services. Stated otherwise, most of
the Institute's activities are to be structured arcund
direct needs of the two-line services.

It is important to observe that we have brought all the
Bureau's research, test, development, and manpower
training activities plus all outside contracting into
this on~» organizational unit. Several reasons support
this apprcach. One compelling one is that in the
safety field many contract activities produce results that
are common to state highway safety programs as well as
to motor vehicle safety standards. For example, field
investigations of real accidents, controlled barrier
impacts on test tracks, detailed analyses of motor
vehicle inspection, and other aspects of used car
safety all directly relate to hoth services. We
accordingly adopted a policy at the start of a unified
contracting and research organization rather than two
separate groups rrnlated to each service.

We further adopted a somewrat novel vaviation of
cperating the Institutn. Without going into detailed
description here; the cenival idea is to assign problem
responsibility to a task force lea. .r and give him the
prerogative of deciding how to divide the work between
outside contractors, or to transfer tasks to other
government agencies, or to conduct work in-house

when the Bureaun has its own facilities. We are not
going to have separate units that deal only with outside
contracts and others that comprise in-house capability.
Total problem rasponsibility is centered on the Task
Force Leader.

O

ERIC 208

o 204

) Sanes  RERW A -y OB EN RN e e

e —



10 {MPROVE SAFETY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OF
MOTOR VEHICLES AND MOTOR VEHICLE EQUIPMENT

20 ASSURE PROPER SAFETY QUALITY OF VEHICLES IN USE

10 ASSIST STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN
EXPANDING AND IMPROVING
THEIR HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS

40 IMPROVE THE PROCESS OF AIGHWAY ACCIDENT
INVESTIGATION. VEH!CLE DAMAGE
AND INJURY ASSESSMcNT. AND INFORMATION ANALYSH!

50 PROVIDE PROGRAM SUPPORYT AND FACILITIES

Fig. 11. NKSB overall program planning structure.

The overall program planniig structure of the National
Highway Safety Bureau involves five major areas of
responsibility. The Bureau's program objectives within
these areas are to:

1. Improve safety performance standards of motor
vehicles and motor vehicle equipment,

2. Assure proper safety quality of vehicles in use,

3. Assist states and local covernments in expanding
and improving their highway safety pragrams,

4, Improve the process of highway accident investi-
gation, vehicle damage and ai.jury assessrant,
and information analysis, and

5. Provide program support and facilities.
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Fig. 12. Organization and functions of the Motor Vehicle
Safety Performance Service.

Ttese are the organizational elements and functions of the
Motor Vehicle Safety Performance Service.

The Office of Standarxds on Accident Avoidance is
concerned with vehicle-driver performance and
interactions, information displays and other
communications functions, brakes and tires, and
used motor vehicles.

The Office of Standurds on Crash Injury Reduction is
is concerned with crashworthiness of structures

and components, pedestrian and cyclist protection,
and driver and passenger protection.

The Office of Standards on Post-Crash Factors
addresses itself to escape rescue and removal
of injured, fire prevention and protection, and
accident investigation and analysio.
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Analysis is concerned with product cost analysis,
reliability determination, lead time analysis,

l The Office of Product Cost and Lead Time
J and consumer economics.

The Office of Standards Preparation functions in
i the areas of accident avoidance, crash injury
reduction, and post-crash factors.

The Office of Performance Aralysis is concerned
with verification of technical arnd performance
data, validation »f standards effectiveness, and
the general area of defects coatrol.
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Fig. 13. Crganizatiun and functions of the Highway
Safety Procrams Service.

Figure 13 cortains the major organizational elements and
functions of the Highway Safety Programs Service.

The Office of Motor Vehicle Programs is concernad
i' with motor vehicle inspection standards, motor-
cycle safety, school bus safety, and emergency
O

vehicle satety.
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The Office of Driver and Community Programs is
concerned with driver licensing and performance,
vehicle laws and codes, driver education and
training, and community support programs.

The Office of Driving Environment Programs functions
in the areas of pedestrian, street, and highway
geometrics and traffic control devices safety
programs.

The Office of Systems Operation Programs is
concerned with enforcement procedures, accident
investigation programs, emergency medical treat-
ment and transfer of the injured, and debris
removal (or, as it is now called, debris hazard
control and cleanup} programs.

The Office of Safety Grants and Research serves
as the 402 grant processing unit for the states
and performs a liaison function with the nine
Regional Directors of the Bureau.

OFFICE OF | WESTERN |
THE QIRECTOR -.---1 CPERATIONS 1
' L__OFFICE. |
| _1
OfFICE OF OFFICE OF SAFETY
SAFETY MANPOWER ) . DEMONSTRATION
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
! 1 1 1
HATIUNAL NATIONAL GFFiCE OF NATIONAL
HIGHWAY HICHWAY HIGHWAY RIGKWAY
SAFETY ACCIDENT AND SAFETY SAFETY
| RESEARECH INJURY ARALYSIS RESEARCH COCUMENTION
CENTER CENTER DEVELOPMENT CENTER
l ; - . ANO TEST L—_—
FACIITIES

"B M ORSAMIATIEM LNTTY

Fig. 14. National Highway Safety Institute organization

chart.
O
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' The National Highway Safety Institute brings the
research, test, facilities, accident and injury analysis,
demonstration, documentation, and manpower development
activities conducted by the National Highway Safety Bureau
into one organizational unit. Its organizational elements
consist of three primary working units, called “"centers,"”
and three offices, including the Office of the Director.
The Institute also maintains a Western Operations Office
which perhaps should appear as a subordinate unit to the
Research Center since t' .. personnel assigned to that office
essentially function as research contract managers. The
Director's Office is responsible for directing research,
development, test, evaluation, documentation, facilities,
data processing, and manpover programs.

[

The Office of Safety Demonstration Projects supports,
implements, and evaluates demonstrations to facilitate

the development, validation, and introduction into practice
by state and community agencies or private persons of new
and improvecd technique- related to highway safety.

e 1ty

The Office of Safety Manpower Development, which I direct,
plans and administers activities designed to increase the
supply and improve the skill of all classes of manpower
required to implement effective traffic safety programs

at the Federal, state, and local levels through the Nation.
within the Office of Safety Manpower are the Divisions of
Technical Manpower, Professional Manpower, and Research
Manpower .

The National Highway Safety Accident and Injury Analysis
Center is responsible for compiling all data related to

the highway and traffic safety programs, conducting
mathematical analyses of all data, operating the computer
system, and establishing and operating the information aad
transmission lirks of the Bureau. It is concerned with
compiling information developed from the accident investiga-
tion process. This Center develops and keeps current the
statistical data base of the Burcau with regard to drivers,
vehicles, highways, and accidents and other variables
required to identify and evaluate national traffic safety
trends. It provides for compatibility between its own
operations and those of the state and local centers. It
also maintains the National Driver Register. Within the
Accident and Injury Analysis Center are the Offices o)
Systems Design, Systems Implementaticn, bLata Operations,
Statistical Analysis, and the National Driver Register.

p— p—— o pom— ot —tn it it

The National Highway Safety Documentation Center acquires
and maintains a comprehensive collection of put lications,
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research reports, training mannals, and other documents
related to any phase of “raffic and highway safety. It
develops documents and au lio-visual aids for the dissemina-
tion of safety information to interested groups and
individuals. The Documnentation Center also adepts scientific
and technical materials for use by various popular media
such as newspapers, magazines, and television. Examples

of explicit information dissemination functions performed
by the Documentation Center include the astablishment of
library services for the Highway Safety Bureau and for

the public, wechnical information services, training aids
services, educational pvblic information programs, and a
management information system. Thus the Documentation
Center functinons in a relatively wide range of subject
areas and services all segments of the public as well as
providing technical information support for the Bureau
staff,

The Nztiornal Highway S5afety Research Center performs or
sponsors, through contracts or grants cr interagency funds,
the research development, testing, and evaluation projects
requiired to support the primary mission of the Bureau.

The Research Center also operates traffic safety laboratories.
In general, the Research Center performs or sponsors

research required to develop new knowledge related to

various areas within the traffic safety field. Among its
specific tasks, the Research Center is concerned with
performing or sponscring research required to:

1. Develop cr upgrade uniform standards for state
highway safety wrograns,

2. Develop or upgrade Federal motur vehicle safety
standards,

3. Develop a uniform quality grading system for motor
vehicle tires, and

4. Assist other componeunts of the Bureau in
administerir 3y or en_. :cing the Highway and
Traffic Safety Acte,

Tne Office of Highway Safety Research, Development and Test
Facilities coordinates the use of existing highway safety
research, development, ard test facilities and plans for
the establishment of highway safety research laboratories
and test facilities needed in the future.
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Fig. 15. Organization chart: Office of Safety Manpower
Development.

‘ Within the Institute, the Office of Safety Manpower Develop-
! ment contains the Divisions of Research Manpower, Professional

Manpower, and Technical lManpower.
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OFFICE CF
THE DIRECTOR

1
ﬁNAGEM:N FACIU'IES OPERATIONS
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Fig. 16. Organization chart: Office of Research,
( Development, and Test Facilities.
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The Office of Research, Development, and Test Facilities
contains & Management Division concerned with planning and
procramming policy and resource procedures, real estate,
and project management; an Operations Division concerned
with design, special equ.pment and instrumentation,
construction, and maintenance; ond a Facilities Safety
Staff which will function in the future in support of
facilities operations.

ORCANIZATION

OFFICE OF
TRE OIRECTOR

— |
"UMENT PROCESSING] TECHNICAL REPORTS | [ SAFETY iNFORMATION
DIVISION OIvISIo OIVISION
[CI T T | AR |~ropmnon PUBLATIONS || |
AND AR o Ac')UlSIHON STORLGE AND| | AND TRAINING . TEEHNCAL
INDERING ARAACH BRANCH 'snusumm AIDS s e RANn
A ASCH | erancm || amawew

Fig. 17. Org.~ization chart: Nacional Highway Safety
Documentation Center.

The Documentation Center <ontains the bDivisions of Document
Processir.,g, Technical Reports, and Safety Information.

The Document Processing Divigion is concerned w.th
accession and indexing, announcement preparation, and
dccument acquisition. The Information Division performs
the functions of information sturage and distribution,

publications and training aid preparation, and technical
reference.
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OFEICE OF
THE DYRECTOR

CONTRACT | TECHNICAL
COONOINATION LIAISON
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| |
ACCIDENT - ACCIDENT AcCtDENTINJURV ACCID(NIINJURV
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Fig. 18. Organization chart: Natjonal Highway Safety
Research Center.

The Research Center contains two major divisions, contract
coordination and technical liaison. 1In addition, the
Research Center operates task forces, two concerned with
crash avoidance and crash injury reduction; one concerned
with operutions research and systems analysis; and one
concerned with special projects.

An extensive contract research, test, al.. development
proyram was initiated during fiscal year 1967 and ccntinued
during fiscal years 1968 and 1969. This program was funded
in excess of 8 million dollars in FY 1967, 14.7 million
dollars in FY 1968, and 16 million dollars in FY 13869. The
overall approach of the initial research and development
support studies centered on an .mmediate, hard-hitting
attack to provide the urgently needed answers as soon as
possible. This is being followed by work on the gaps of
knowledge so that we can begin to brnaden our base of
understanding of accident and injury causes.,



Fig.

* [VELUATE MOTOR VEMICLE SAFETY PERFORMANCE

* EVALUATE EXISTING RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT STUDIES

* DEFINE MANAGEMENT SUPPORT TASKS

* DEFINE SAFETY PROGRAM SUPPORT TASKS

19. Purposes of the initial studies.

The initial highway and traffic safety studies attacked
the problem on several major fronts to achieve four major
purposes: '

1.

To evaluate uctual safety performance of the motor
vehicle itself, including trucks, buses, and
motorcycles, with attentinn directed to such
questions o&s used car safety, automoiive fabri-
cation ard compliance with motor vehicle safrety
standards, occupant protection, scat design,
behavior of vehicles (and their human cargo)

in crash situations, and vehicle handling
propusties.,

To evaluate the existing research and development
studies required to give intensive scientific and
engineering support to the National Highway Satety
Program. This includes the develcpment of traffic
safety testing, research, and development facilities
and equipment; accident and injury analysis and
documentation centers; traffic accidents and human
impact tolerance investigations, al-ohol safety, and
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the use of system engineered ccst effectiveness
countermeasures.

3, To define the management support tasks reguired to
assist each state in establishing and operating the
traffic safety program recommended by the National
Highway Safety Bureau, emphasizing necessary programs
to develop, educate, and train traffic safety
personnel across the nation for engineering program
management, and motor vehicle safety testing, research
and development; to prepare and publish uniform
standards and guidelines for use by each state to
implement its own safety programs; and to improve
emergency medical care techniques, including the
adaptatior of the paramilitary medical care and
evacuation procedures that have proved succeszful
on the battlefield.
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4. To define the safety program support tasks required

to help each state to legislate, establish, and

? implement uniform traffic safety regulations within

' their communities, such as driver education and
licensing, traffic safety enforcement, uniform mctor

H vehicle inspection procedures, accident investigation
improverments, and the encouragement and support of
community traffic safety programs.

STATUS PROGRAM MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES
PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT
DURING FISCAL YEAR 1968

SAFETY MANAGEMENT MANPOWER
» THE AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY FOUNDATION

SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPCWER
+ B0OOZ. ALLEN 21D HAMILTON. IXC

SAFETY RESEARCH MANPOWER
* THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

l: STATE PROG' AWM MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

* PEAT. MARWICK LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

[ Fig. 20. Summary of contracts managed by the Office of
Safety Manpower Development during FY 1968.
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I shall now briefly review some of the research contracts
administered by the Office of Safety Manpower Levelopment
which may be of particular interest to you.

During Fiscal Year 1968, ten contracts totaling $1,104,000
were managed by the staff of our office. Some of these
projects are listed on this slide.

1.

The Safety Management Manpower project conducted
by the Automotive Safety Foundation involved the
develcpment and presentation of a three-day course
for traininag highway safety program managers and
state Governor's Represertatives. The contractor
also developed and tested an information communica-
tions system between the National Highway Safety
Bureau and the states.

The Safety Specialist Manpower projecc conducted

by Booz, Allen and Hamilton, Inc., is a study of
the current and projected safety manpower requiire-
ments within each of the states. The purposes of
this study are to define the safety specialist
manpower categories, identify the number of safety
specialists presently needed and those reguired in
the future, identify actual and potential manpower
resouxces, identify cducation and training
institutions and organizations capable of trancforming
unskilled manpower into safety specialists, and
prepare plans and programs to facilitate the actual
manning ¢f the several state and loca. highway
safety programs. Ir anocher paper, the director
of this project will present some cf the findings
of this study.

Certain phases of the aafg_z_Research Manpower
problem were studied by tlle University of North
Carolina. The Highway Safety Research Center at
UNC developed and tested a pilot course and recom-
mended a multidisciplined graduate-level program
for the training of safety research scientists and
ergineers vho will man the major research efforts
urgently needed throughout the nation.

Peat, Marwick, Livingston and Company has prepared

a draft report cortaining recommended State Program
Management Guidelines. This contractor developed
guidelines describing managerial policies, techniques,
documentation, methods, and procedures for conducting
the state safety programs specified in the State
Highway 3afevy Program Standards.
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STATUS PROGRAM MANAGEMENT GUIELIKES

PROJECT: MANAGED BY THE OFFICe
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT
DURING FISCAL YEAR 1968 (CONTINUED)

DRIVER EDUCATION
+ THE AMERICAN UNSVERSITY
- DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES. INC.
« THE INSTITUTE FOR EOUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
* NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

SCHOOL BUS SAFETY
* THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

COMMUNITY SUPPORT
« THE NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL

Tig. 20a. Summary of contracts managed by the Office of
Safety Manpower Development during FY 1968 (continued),

5. The Driver Education project involved four
contractors: The American University; Dunlap and
Associates, Incorporated; The Institute for
Educational Developmert; and New York University.
These four contractors were assigned the same
work statement; namely, to develop methods and
plans for evaluating the effectiveness of all types
of driver education and training programs at state
and local levels, including teacher preparation
programs.

6. The School Bus Safety study was conducted by the
National Commission on Safety Education of the
National Education Association. The purpose of
this study was to organize and preseat evidence
and knowledge on the subject of school transportation
safety within the varicus states ana communities
throughout the nation.
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7. The Community Support study conducted by the National
Safety Council provided a "state of the art"
description of highway safety community support
programs. The NSC collected, documented, and
organ:zed presently available information on state
and lecal community safety programs.

I shall briefly describe the status of each of these projects,
the follow-on contract work we ar  now undertaking, and the
new research projects we are managing in our Office during
Fiscal Year 1969.

STATUS OF SELICTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

SAFETY MANAGEMENT MANPOWER

CONTRACTOR: THE AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY FOUNDATION

PURPOSE: T1C PROVIDE AN ORIENTATION
COURSE FOR STATE HIGHWAY
SAFETY PROGRAM MANAGEPRS

SUBJECTS COVERED

@ MATOR YEHICLE INSPECTION ¢ POLICE SERYICES

& DRIYER EOUCATION ® YEHICLE REGISTRATION AND THTLING
® DRIVER LICENSING o LAWS

® RIGHWAY AKD TRAFFIC ENGINEERING o EMERGENCY MEOICAL SERVICES

o COURTS ¢ RECIRDS

o COMMUNICATION o MEASUREMENT

SORCANIZING FOR THE 0B ¢ PROCEDURES

Fig. 21. Safety Management Mangower.

The S5afety Management Manpower project consisted of a
series of three-day orientation courses in safety program
management conducted by the Automotive Safety Foundation.

A total of 438 highway safety management personnel from
national, regional, and state levels were in attendance at
the six regional presentations. Courses were conducted
during May and June of 1968 at Atlanta, Georgia; Berkeley,
California; Covington, Kertucky; Omaha, Nebraska; Wakefield,
Massachusetts; and Denver, Colorado. In addition to state
personnel, the nine Regional Directors of NHSB attended the
first course in Atlanta. Subjects covered included motor
vehicle inspection, driver education, driver licensing,
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highway and traffic engineering, courts, communication,
organizing for the job, police services, vehicle registration
and titling, laws, emergency medical services, records,
reasurement, and procedures. In addition to lectures and
genevral 3} scussion periods, the courses included workshops
organized around the major subjects presented.

DR RS ETRRTENN PRSI STINT RN S TR IR o
SAFETY RESEARCH MANPOWER
CONTRACIOR 14l UNIVIRNMTY OF NORIH CAROLINA
PURPOSE 10 DEMILOP (ONDUCT AND EVALUATE A UNIVERSITY

GRADUAIL COURSE IN HMIGHWAY SAFETY RESTARC 4
MITHODOLOGY AND TO PREPARE PLANS FOR A
COMIRFICNSIVE SAFETY RESEARCH MANPOWER
DIVEIOPMENT PROGRAM

SUBJECTS COVERED
O ANALYSIS OF COURSE CONTENT O LECTURE OUTLMES

OSULYEY OF OTHER UNIVERSITY SAFETY o COURSE EXALUATI®A
RESEARCH TRAINING PROGRAMS
o PLANS FOR THE FUTURE
AASSEMBLY OF MATERIALS

o DIBLIOGRAPHY OF REFTRENCE
SDEVELOFVINT Or THE COURSE PLAN WATERIALS

Fig. 22. Safety Research Manpower.

The University of North Carolina developed, conducted,

and evaluated & university graduute-level course in

highway safety research methodology. Twelve graduatc
students completed the course for credit at the

University. Seven faculty members audited each of the
fourteen two-hour sessions. Plans were presented for
expanding this course to a ccmprehensive multidisciplined
graduate-level safetv research manpower development
program. Major secticns of the final report are identified
in Figure 22.
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STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

STATE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES
CONTRACTOR: PEAT, MARWICK, LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

PURPOSE: TO PREPARE GUIDELINES FOR MANAGING
STATE HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS
SUBJECTS COVERED
* WRY GUIDELINES ?

* THE HIGHWAY SAFETY FROGRAM SYRUCTURE

* ORGANIZING FUR HIGHWAY SAFETY

* THE MANAGEMENT PROCESS IN HIGHWAY SAFETY

* MEASURING PROGRAM EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS
* MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

« SUGGESTED KIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAM STRUCTURE

Fig., 23, State Program Management Guidelines.

The final raport prepared by Peat, Marwick, Livingston
ond Company entitled "Highway Safety Management Guide-
lines for State Governments" has Leen received. The
next step is for the states to receive this information,
accompa’ ied by an opportunity to participate in a
two-day training course on the application of the
guidelines to stat~ government operations. Suggestions
for modifications in the guidelines will be received
and reviewed by the National Highway Safety Burecau.

The complete revised guidelines will then be published
for us. by the Bureau and by the states.

Some of the topi.s covered in this report are shown
in Figure 23.
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STATUS OF SELECTEQ RESEARCH CONTRACTS

SCHOOL BUS SAFETY
CONTRACTOR: THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

PURPOSE: TO COLLECT. ORGANIZE, AND PRESENT
INFORMATION DESCRIBING THE
"STATE-OF-THE ART'' OF SCHOOL
TRANSPORTATION SAFETY,

SUBJECTS COVERED
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE OPINIOKS ABDUT SCHOOU TRANSPORT (TION

GENERAL ADMIKISTRATIVE

CONSIDERATIONS RECORDS AND IEPORTS

STANDARDS FOR SCHOOI BUSES BIBLIOGRAPHY
FQUR STATE PROGRAM ST0UDIS APPENDIX

Fig. 24. Schoo) Bus Safety.

The Nationa). Commission on Safety Fducation of the National
Education Association conducted a study of school bus safety
in the United States. The purpose of this ®"state of the art”
study was to collect, organize, and present evidence and
knowledge on th2 subject of school transportation safety.

STATUS OF SeLECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

COMMUNITY SUPPORT
COMIRACTOR: THE NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL
PURPOSE 1O DOCUMENI CURRENT PRACTICE BY
NATIONAL STATE. AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES
IN COORDIIATING, ENCOURAGING,
PUBLICIZING. AND IMPROVING AlL LOCAL
TRAFFIC SAFETY PROGRAMS.
SUBJECIS COVERED
yOLUME ONE
*SCOPE OF THE STLDY
¢ TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROBLEM
*NATURE OF TH{ COMMUNITY SUPPORT PROBLEM
* THE SYSTEMS APPROACH
*HISTOR/CAL PERSPECTIVE
SORGANIZATIONS WORKING FOR COMMUNITY SUPPORT
* PROGRAMMING FOR PUBLIC SUPPORT

Fig. 25. Community Support.
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QFFICE OF SATETY MANPOWEK OEVELOPMENT

STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

COMMUNITY SUPPORT (CONTINUED)

CONTRACTOR: THE NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL
PURPOSE: TO DOCUMENT CURRENT PRACTICE'BY
NATIONAL, STATE AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES
IN COORDINATING, ENCOURAGING,
PUBLICIZING, AND IMPROVING ALL LOCAL
TRAFFIC SAFET YGRAMS.

SUBJECTS COVERED
® PROGRAMMING FOR CIYIC LEADERSHIP SROUPS AND PUBLIC ACCEPT.YNGE
ORFVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
SCOMMUNITY POWER SYRUCTURE

S SUMMARY .
CCONCLYSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
o APPENDIX
YOLUME TWO: .
® ARTICLE REPRINTS o CASE HISTORIES

fig. 2%a. Community Support {continued)

The National Safety Council conducted a study of the "state
of the art” of comrunity suproxt prvograms in the highway
safety field. The purpose of the study was to document
current practice:; by rational, state, and local communities
in coordinating, encouraging, publicizirn, and improving
all local traffic safety programs. The inal repor:

was prepared in two volumes. Volume One contains the

na’ .r elements and findings of the study, and Volume

Two contairs the case histories and back-vp material.

Some of thz subjectc covered in the final report are
included in Figure 25 and Figure 25a.

The appendix to Volum2 One contains aa article on The
Dynemics of Urban Program Development and Change and a
475~item bibliography. Vclume Two contains reprints of
various articles and reports and a section on case
histories of successful commun.ty support action programs.
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ODFEICE UF SARETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS
DRIVER EDUCATION

CONTRACTORS: 1HE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY
DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES INC -
THE INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY :

PURPOSE 10 DEVELORP A CONCRETE PLAN OR PLANS FOR

fVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CURRENT
OR PROPOSED DRIVER EDUCATION AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS.

SPECIFIC TASKS

OLNALI'ATION MITHODS 4 CATALOGING

sDRTA RICORDYN ¢ PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES

o SHORT TERW YERSUS LONG TERM ¢ PLAN RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER
EVALLATION EQUCATION EVALUATION PROGRAMS

oW{ARNESSES IN DRIVER EGUCATION @ BASIS 0% SELECTING RECOMMENDED
PROGRAMS PLAN.

Fig. 26. Driver Education

The purpose of the driver educetion program evaluation
project was to develup methods and plans for evaluating
the effectiveness of all types of driver education and
training programs at state and local levels, including
teacher preparation programs. Final reports have been
received from all four contractors woirking on this project:
American University, Dunlap and Associates, Incorporated;
The Institute for Educational Development, and New York
University.

All four contractors received the same work statement;
namely, to develop a concrete plan or plans for evaluating
the effectiveness of current or proposed driver education
and training programs. The specific tasks each performed
are identified in Figure 26.

Task A - Eva]pation Methods

The contractors documented in detail the method or
methods recommended for the program evaluation
rnlans.
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Task B - Data Records

The contractors identified all necessary data
together with the data source which shall be
utilized.

Task C - Short-Term vs. Long-Term Evaluation

The contractors dozumented the applicuation of
the method er methods proposed in Task A with
regard to short-term and long-term evaluation of
the program. Advantages and disadvantages with
relationship to stipulateu short- and long-term
evaluation were included.

Task D - Weaknesses in Driver Education Programs

The contractors documented the methods that
shall be employed tu determine weaknesses in the
total driver education program. In addition to
identifying the deficient areas, a method of
assessing the affect or impact of the program
was included.

Task E - Cataloging

The contractors were raguired to prepare clear and
concise plans for ful .y cataloging and describing
existing driver education systems.

Task F - Preliminary Cost Estimates

The contractors prepared preliminary cost estimates
for data collection methods of program evaluation.

Task 6 - Plan Relationship to other Education Evaluation

With particular emphasis on public secondary schools,
the contractors were required to research and document
the relationship of the Task A plan or plans to other
accepted evaluation technignes employed in United
States educational institutions.
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Task H - Basis for Selecting Recomaended Plans

The contractors were required to describe the
alternate evaluation methods explored and the
reason or justification for selecting the
recommeildded method or methods.

The contractors addressed themselves to methods of evalua-
tion in secondary schools, commercial driwving schools,
adult driver training schools, retraining and refresher
programs, motorcycle operator training programs, teacher
education and training programs, and special purpose driver
education and training programs such as those conducted
for fleet vehicle operators and emerqgency vehicle drivers.
Each contractor also ~o1 - dered such related problems as
defining the driving .1isx, analysis of the man-vehicle-
environment system, thz "state of the art” in driver
education research, and the criterion problem. Detailed
information about each of these four projects will be
presented by the principal investigators later during

the symposium.

OFFICE OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER STUDY

REPORTS

SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER
REQUIREMENTS

SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER
RESOURCES

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

STATE ACTION PLANS

Fig. 27. Safety Specialist Manpower Study -- Purpose.

The purpose of the Safcty Specialist Manpower Study
conaucted by Booz, Allen and Hamilton was to provide
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for current and projected manpower reqguirements for each of
the states; identify actual and potential manpower resources;
identify education and training institutions and organizations
capable of transforming unskilled or insufficiently prepared
manpower into safety specialists: and prepare programs to
facilitate the actual manning of the several highway safety
programs.

The results of this study will be presented in detail in
another presentation.

OFF'CE OF SAFETY MANPOWER OEVELOFMENT

STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTKACTS

PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT
DURING FISCAL YEAR 1969

ORIVER EDUCATION-SELECTIUN OF PROGRAM EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS
AND DEVELOPMINT GF YALIOATION PLANS
THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES. KIGHWAY RESEARCH BOARD

DRIYER EQUCRTION-PUBLIC AND KON PUBLIC SCHOOL SYMPOSIUM
THE INSTITUTE FOR TOUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ORIYER EOQUCATION - COMMERCIAL DRIVER TRAINING SCHOOL SYWPOSIUM
THE INSTITUTE FOR EOUCRTIONAL DEVELOPMEN! '
FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE OEYELOPMENT OF SATETY MANPOWER
THROUGH UNIYERSITY CEATERS
tHE STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE

_Fig. 28. Contract Management -- FY 1969,

This and the following two figures show manpower-related
contracts which were negotiated during Fiscal Year 1968

and are being managed during Fiscal Year 1969. During

FY 1969, the manpower development-related contract
expenditures in this initial phase will total approximately
$688,000. Provisions are being made for negotiating new
contracts at frequent intervals duriag the current fiscal
year as new manpower development needs are identified.
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1. The Highway Research Board of the National

Academy of Sciences has been awarded a contra~t
to select and/or synthesize the instruments
recommended by the four previous contractors
for use in evalusting various types of driver
education and training programs. The Academy
will also ARevelon plans for validating these
instruments. The Educational Testing Service
at Princeton is assisting the National Academy
of Sciences in conducting this project. The
principal investigator on the project will
prescnt additional information in another
paper.

The Institute for Educational Deveclopment is
conducting two symposia on driver education

and training, one for public and non-public
schools, and the other for commercial driving
schools. The cbjective of the public and non-
public school symposium is to report on the
progress of selected programs in driver
education and related fields and to contribute
to the effective implementotion of recent
research findings in this field, with particular
emphasis on public and non-public schools. The
objective of the comuercial driving school
symposium is the same as the previous
symposium, except that emphasis will be

placed on commercial driviny schools.

The Stanford Research Institute is conducting a
study to determine the feasibility of
establishing, on a nation-wide basis, a set

of multidisciplinary ceutexs for highway

cafety education and research within the
“ramework of university-level educational
institutions of complexes. The purpose of
these centers is to produce pexsonnel capable
of dealing with the varied highway and traffic
safety problems ¢ncountered at the Federal,
state, and local government levels. The centers
will also prepare safety research manpower.
Alternative programs for meeting the nation's
safety manpower development needs will also

be considered by the Stanford research droup.
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Fig.

4.

QEHCE QF SATETY MANPOWER UEVELOPMENT

SIATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCK CONTRALTS

PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT
DURING FISCAL YEAR 1969 (CONTINUED)
EMLSGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES-ENTRANCE LEVEL TRAINING PROGRAM

DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES. INC

MOTOR VEHICLE REPAIR AND INSPECTION MANPOWER
OEVELGPMENT PROGRAM
THE UNIYERSITY OF MICHIGAN

DEVELOPMENT GF HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAM MANAGEMEX |
GUIDELINES FOR USE BY CITIES
PLAT. MARWICK. LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

STATE HIGKY/AY SATELY PROGRAM MANAGIMENT AND REPOPTING SYSTEM
PEAT MARWICK. LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

28a. Contract management -- FY 1969 (continued).

Dunlap and Associates, Inc. is conducting a
project to develop text materials, instructor
manuals, lesson plans, and other specific
materials required to establish a short-term
course for training emergency medical service
personnel at the entrance level.

The Highway Safety Research Center at the
University of Michigan has begun work on a
motor vehicle rerair and inspection manpower
development program. The purpose of this
project is to identify key repair manpower
parameters for motcr vehicle repair and
inspection personnel and to determine the
influence of such factors as skill, manpower
availability, and lecal status on inspection
systems design. The contractor will alswo
develop and test a course of study in auto-
motive mechanics at the entrance level.
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6. Peat, Marwick, Livingston and Company is
conducting a project to refine and disseminate
State Highway Safety Program Management 3uide-
lines developed during fiscal year 1968. The
refined material will be used subsequently as a
basis for developing similar guidelines for use
by cities.

7. Peat, Marwick, Livingston and Company is
also developing a management and reporting
system which will provide for an efficient
and effective flow of informetion between
the state and local units of government, the
regional offices, and the National liighway
safety Bureau, within the framew-~rk of
legislative and administrative requirements.
Both PML programs will provide the basis for a
future training course for state and local
program managers.

OFFICE OF SAFETY MANPOWIR DEVELOPHMENT

STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS
PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT
DURING FISCAL YEAR 1969 (CONTINUED)
SCKOOL BUS SATETY-AGE IN RELATION T0 ACCIDENTS

OUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES. INC

COMMUNITY SUPPORT
CENTURY RESEARCH, INC

ORIVER LICENSING PROGRAM EYALUATION
THE INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELGPMENT

Fig. 28t. Contract management -- FY 1969 (continued).




In addition to these projects, members of my staff are
managing contracts as follows:

1. School Bus Safety -- Operator Age in Relation
to School Bus Accidents - Dunlap and Associates,
Inc. A project designed to determine if age is
a critical factor in school bus operation; and
if it is, to determine upper and lower age
limits recommended for school hus operators.

The contractor will also develop and test a
uniform reporting system for school bus
accidents.

2, Community Support - Century Research, Inc.
This project is designed to identify and
evaluate the role and effaectiveness of
community support efforts in specific actuail
situations involving the implementation of
selected highway safety program standards
at the state and local levels.

3. Driver Licensing Programs -- Institute for
Educational Development. The purpose of this
project is to identify the elements of the
driver licensing function to develop plans for
evaluating the effectiveness of driver licensing
programs, and to study sources of multidisciplinary
assistance to driver license administration.

Much has been accamplished by the National Highway Safety
Bureau since tae traffic and highway safety acts were
signed into law by the President on September 9, 1966.
3ut, of course, much more remains to be done before we
can expect to achieve a perceptible reduction in the
nation's traffic injuries and deaths. Since there is no
likelihood that any one approach will be sufficiently
successful by itself, we must continue to do many things
in as energetic and coordinated a fashion as possible.

We have come a long way toward identifying the parameters
of the driver education evaluation problem, as well as
other problems in this and related fields. We have
identified alternate plans for pursuing various solutions.,
We are now focusing our attention on those plans which
appear to offex the greatest promise of both short-term
and long-term success.

Much work needs to be done. At least part of our problem
lies in the inadequate existing procedures for exchanging
information we do have available about driver education and

O
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its effectiveness, between the scientific and rasearch
communities and the practitioners in this field. We also
lack a systemacic method of fesding back the practitioner's
thinking to the researcher. This symposium has been
organized as one step toward improving communications in
the field. I expect that this will be the first in a
series of similar symposia to be conducted at frequent
intervals in the future for the purpose of promoting an
exchange of information among the National Highway Safety
Bureau, goverrment and non-government safety researchers,
professional associations, and instructors and professors
of driver education and training throughout the nation.

In our present conference we are interested in reviewing
the "state of the art" in the field and discussing the
various issues of vital importance to persons interested
in improving driver educating and training programs.
Workshops will be held to provide a forum for this
information exchange., Some of the latest research
findings will be presented and discussed. Hopefully, one
outcome of our deliberations will be a better under-
standing of the views of interested individuals and groups
who are working toward the common goal o: improved program
effectiveness.

On behalf of the National Highway Safety Bureau I welcome
you to this symposium.
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DRIVER EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Gilbert £. Teal
Chief Scientist, Duniap and Associates, Inc.

Dr. “eal is vice President and Program Direc:or of the Carter for
Accident Prevention, Behaviorsl Sciences Division, Dunlap and
Associates, inc. He received his Bachelcr of Science degree in civil
engineering from the University of Mary'ar?!, and has done extensive
graduate work at The George Warhingto. oriermity and New York
Unjversity. Me bolde the following degrecs: Manter of Arts

(anfety education), Master of Administrative Engineering (sifety

engi eering ecptionl, Doctor of kngireering Scirnce, and Doctor of
Fhilosophy (educaticnal adrinistration ard supervisirn),

For over 25 yesrs OI. Teal has been asrorlated with the Center for
Safety Educetion, Ne. York University. e has served as chairran of
Aumerous secticns and standing committees of the Naticrali Sefetry
Council, including recent sppointrments on the reseazch committee of

the American Society cof Safety Engirneere, the Treffic and Trans-
portation Conference, NSC, and on train.ny comrittees of the Industrial
Conference, NSC, and the National Industrial Security Association.

Ke is the author of seversl books on industrial and traffic safety,

and hes held facilty positicns at Purdue, Maryla: ¥, NYU and Ncrwalk
Community College.

Dr. Teal js a Fellow of the American Public Heslth Association,
the American Associstion for the Advancement of Science, and tte
Socie.y for Applfed Anthropology. He is a merber of the Arerican
Psychologicsl Ammociaticn, the New York Acadery of Scicrces, the
Vetarans of Sefety, #nd nureroun other professional sccietien. Fe
is currently li{sted in who's who in the Eset, A-erican ven cf
Sclence, an3 Whe's who In Salety. - '_ ”

PURPOSE

The general purpose of the research was "to develop a con-
crete plan or plans for evaluating the effectiveness of
current or proposed driver educational programs.” This
statement presupposes that it is possible and necessary to
define the "decay rate or half-life" of driver education--
that point at which the effects of driver education are
replaced or supevceded by experience. The question can be
posed this way: What is the effect of 6 hours of behind-
the-wheel training on the driving efficiency of an indivi-
dual who dvives 20,000 miles the first year?

For purposes of definition, the Request For Proposal indica-
ted a typical state program as including the following:

1, Secondary school driver education programs
2. Teacher training and certification

3. D:velopment of new techniques and devices
4. Regulation of commerciel driving schools

5. Certification of commercial school instructors

O
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6. Adult public and private training programs,
including retraining, first time adults, and
elderly adults

In our proposal, we further recommended the inclusion of an
additional interest area, namely, motorcycle driver educa-
tion and training. We o2lso chose to look closely at pro-
grams for the professional driver and for government and
military personnel, at ‘vriolator courses, and at various
other special-category courses to see if additional
insights might be gained.

APPROACH

Basically, the following approach was undectaken in the
conduct of the study. First, primary information sources
were tapped to develop the broadest possible data base for
making recommendations. This irvolved a comprehensive
review of all aspects of driver education, pertinent educa-
tional research, and other related areas. Second, this
information base having been established, evaluative
methods and criteria (both previously used and study-
generated) were tentatively identified. Third, alternative
evaluation proposals were considered and weigned in terms
of such factors as appropriateness, practicality, costs,
and level of sophistication.

The methods and plans for evaluation cdeveloped for the
present study were based to a large extent on information
obtained from these primary information sources:

° First, a thorough survey was made of major
aspects of the driver education movement, to
establish the "state of the art" and to gain
any insights which would be helpful in

' establishing evaluative criteria.

While it was possible to accept with confi-
dence the comprehensive information on
secondary school driver education compiled and
published by such organizations as the National
Education Association, National Safety Council,
and Insurance Institute for Highway Safety,
considerably less information was available on
other important areas. For example, there was
found to be a definite lack of information on
the status of commercial school driver educa-
tion. It was tiherefore necessary to conduct a
separate study to obtain information on the
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services, capabilities, practices, and policies
of the commer~=ial driving school industry,
examine existing and proposed statz legislation
relating to commercial schools, and survey the
curricula of commercial schools. To collect
this information, two questionnaire surveys were
conuucted and numerous schools were personally
visited by the resecarch staff. One of the major
conclusions drawn from this study was the fact
that the long-standing friction that has

existed between many of the proponents of
secondary school driver education and the com-
mercial school industry is one of the biggest
detriments to the total driver education move-
ment. This nsituation must be rectified in the
immediate future i1f the dvriver education pro-
gram per se is to make its major contribution

to accident reduction on the highways cf the
nation.

A study was also made of cther primary sources
of driver education. These inclnded programs
for the professional driver, government and
military programs, adult programs, improvement
schools, violator programs, and special courses
such as those for the aged and handicapwned.
This information was gathered primaril+y chrough
mailings, telephonic communications, .. :its, and
an extensive search of the literature.
Additionally, we ccllccted relevant data on the
curriculum of some of the more widely acclaimed
teacner prepar 'tion programs throughout the
country.

One other arca of driver education which will
likely become an increasingly important facet
of the total driver education picture in the
next several years is that of motorcycle driver
training. There was a general lack of informa-
tion on this topic. Consequently, another

separate survey was conducted to assess the status

of motorcycle driver education cources in the
United Stat2s and to get a picture of what lies
ahead. The study indicated that only fragnmen-
tary attempts are being made to accomplish this
type of training. There is a definite re¢ed for
2 well planned, inified approach o this
preYblem.
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Second, a major source of information was a
study made of methods of evaluation currently
used in the field of driver education, such as
the NSC's School Honor Roll Program, the Annual
Inventory of Traffic Safety Activities, IIHS's
Annual Driver Education Achievement Program and
the National Student Tratfic Safety Program.

We looked also at pilot projects in evaluation,
such as the 1966 Ns5C evaluation study of the
Minnesota Traffic Safety Program.

(lollege and secondary schools have long been
faced with the parallel problem of identifying
characteristics which make a school program
“gooa” and whose omission or insufficiency make
a program "lacking." It has long been recog-
nized that evaluation for purposes of school
accreditation is a difficult matter because of
the many differences in factors such as enroll-
ment, physical facilities, environment,
financial :esources, abilities of students,
community needs, fteacher availability and
qualifications, and prngram objectives--all
factors which contaminate the evaluation system
and make ccmplete standardization impractical,
if not useless. Through a gradual evolution by
trial and error coupled with meaningful study,
however, workable evaluation schi:mes have been
developed. One excellent example of a care-
fully conceived and continuously revised
evaluation progran is that developed by the
Cooperative Study of Secondary School Standards,
now the Naiional Study of Secondary School
Evaluation. This evaluation system is widely
used by secondary school systems across the
country.

Third, since accicdent reduction is obviously
the ultinate measure of the effectiveness of
any accidcnt prevention program, A careful
investigation was made of as many accident
studies concerned with driver euucation as
could be practically found.

Fourth, a review was made ¢f illustrative
reports describing how cost/benefit analysis
and other systems analysis techniques may be
applied to evaluation problems of the type
faced in the present research program. These
techniques did not show much promise for the
present problem.
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Fifth, to gain insighte into the accidenc statis-
tics currently recorded by the various states
and to determine Jif they were in any way system-
atically related to driver education program
wvariables, relevant records were obtained from
various statistical sources and subjected to
statistical analysis by the Dunlap recsearch
staff. 1In all, 43 variables were analyzed.

This study failed to provide any significant new
insights, and so is subject to most of the
criticisms which have been levelled at previous
studies.

CONCLUSIONS

Accident statistics, which are presently main-
tained on a state-by-state basis, are inappro-
priate for meaningful evaluation research on
driver education. Even attempts to derive
relationships from existing statistics by

"brute force" have been relatively unsuccessful.

The significant variations among states with
regard to the recording, compiling, summarizinag,
and reporting of accidents raise serious
questions as to the reliability of most accident
data. This makes the data base for nationwide
evaluation studies, at besi, suspect.

Nearly all studies evaluating driver education
in terms of accident experience have sgimply
compared the driving records of a "driver
educated” sample with an "untrained” sample.
Little has been said about the type, scope, or
quality of the training the educated group
received., Additionally, little attention has
been given to identifying program clements or
variables which might account for the associa-
tion or lack of association between driver
education and accidents. Most program elenents
studied to date would not appear on the surface
to have been particularly appropriate.

The problem of the decay rate or half-life of
driver education was described earlier.
Additionally, it must be remembered that

driver education is only a small part of the
total safety effort. Before driver education
can be given credit for accident reduction, its
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effects must bz isolated from those of other
traffic safety activities, such as traffic
engineering, driver licensing, motor vehicrle
inspection, police supervision, and accident
reporting.

° Previous research has also suggested that "non-
program" factors, such as population, car
¢-vsity, climate, gecgraphy, miles of road, etc.,
may be associated with accident and dcath
rates and consequently have to be consiaered in
any program evaluation.

Numerous cther contamination influences have
been outlined in the Dunlar study, but need not
be emphasized here.

In the light of these conclusions, it seems to the Dunlap
staff to be inadvisable, at least from the standpoint of
evaluating driver education, to continue the trend towa.u
using more and more sophisticated statistical techniques in
the study of accident experience until the data bace is
upgraded to a comparable level of sophistication. Ccs%/
benefit analysis and the other "in" systcms of analytical
technique do not at this time appear appropriate for use in
the precent problem area.

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION APPROACHES CONSIDERED

The studies just described gave the research stafi the
broadest possible information base on the “state of the
art." It was then posesible to consider alternative evalua-
tion plans. The alternatives considered vanged from rela-
tively simple, rather unimpressive approaches to highly
sophisticated "in" systems analytical techniques. The goal
was to recommend the most sophisticated approach consistent
with other real-world considerations, such as cost, prac-~
ticality, appropriateness, and manageability. Among the
primary plans analyzed (not listed in pri rity order) were
the following: enrollment appraisal, cost/bencfit analysis,
safety activity comparison, total resource analysis,
student follow-up, review board, self-evaluation, program
inventory analysis, National Driver Register data-bank
approach, evaluative criteria approach, failure mode and
effect, human error prediction, and "tree-analysis.”

One other approach that was seriously considered early in
the study was the testing of perforirvance with simulators.
This appeared to be excessively «9stly in terms of
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anticipated benefits, and not practicable from the stand-

point of providing enough simulators to test a representa-
tive sample of the three to fcur million new drivers each

year, plus ar appropriate sample of the presently licensed
population,

RATIONALE FOR DUNLAP'S EVALUATION PROPOSAL

Dunlap's short-range solution to the evaluation problem
accepts the status quo; its long-range proposal anticipates
a more utopian statistical workplace, with the first step
being a major improvement in the statistical data base.

In light of this and after revieiwng all the considerations
previously discussed, we recommend that the short-term
program for evaluating driver education and training should
he developed in accordance with the following plan.

Reco mended Short-Term Evaluation Plan

The evaluation device which we recommend for use in the
short-term program is an Evaluative Criteria instrumeant on
driver education, originally deYeloped by the National . tudy
of Secondary Schocl Evaluation. I mentioned briefly earlier
that the driver education Evalu..ive Criteria instrument was
first introduced in 1960, although evaluative criteria pro-
grams for other study areas have been developed and utilized
continuously since 1940. 1In reviewing evaluation approaches
against needs for program evaluation, we have concluded that
this particular instrument will serve adequately as a mea-
surement. tool for the short-term pilot effort. It has major
advantages. It is already an acceptable part of the evalua-
tion procedure for secondary schools. It has been field-
tested for the past seven years and con therefore provide
base-line data on past evaluations {oxr many schools. It is
self-administered by the schools and cuntains a check poten-
tial in the application of the visiting team technique. The
instrument provides for the inclusion of information on or-
ganization, the nature of offerings, physical facilities,

1. Natioxnal Study of Secondary Schoel Evaluation.
"Secttcen D-6" Evaluative Criteria - Revised edition.
The Study. 1785 Massachugetts Avenue, Washington, D. C.
20036. 1860.
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the direction of learning, the instructional staff, instruc-
tional activities, ingtructional materials, methods of evalua-~
tion, outcomes, and the spacial characteristics of the driver
education program. It can be statistically scored on a
weighting basis, and these scores can be used to compare
across program areas, between schools., between

states, and between onz type of driver education program

and another, since provision is made for partial scoring.
And it is a devic> that is relatively simple and inexpensive
to modify =znd refine witnout disturbing the continuity of
the evaluaticn program.

The geographic area sugjested for the conduct of the pilot
evaluation is the six New England states of Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and
Connecticut. This small ardup of states contains a highly
dense population and a complete galaxy of the various

driver training programs of interest. The states have a
current population of over 400,000 fifteen-year-old
students, present in public, private, and parochial schools,
including limited numbers in correctional institutions,
orphanages, etc. Most of the secondary schools in this area
already use Evaluative Criteria to evaluate their overall
educational programs. This area includes examples of states
having required driver education as a prerequirnite to
licensing, sta-es using the secondary school-commercial
school combinaciors of instruction, and states operating
adult education programs and violator schools resulting from
the point system application. It ie a small geocraphic
area, and the travel costs of researchers would be at a
minimum.

It is anticipated that approximatelv three man-years of
effort would be necessary to accomplish the New England
pilot project, at an estimated cost of $105,000. This would
include the field site visits, consultation with state
officials, an analysis of program deficiencies based on the
printouts supplied by the state departments, and the
preparation of the operation manual and the final report.

Recommended Long-Te¢rm Evaluation Plan

We have previously indicated the problems of predicting the
outcome of various on-going research activities sponscred
by the National Highway Safety Bureau and other agencies,
and it is therefore virtually impossible to predict the
subsequent availability of data bases upon which to develop
a long-range evaluatioa plan. There are certain obvious
steps that must be taken before such a plan can evolve.
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The pararount requirement is the establishment of state
offices of record for persons completing driver education
courses. This implies the need to have all driver education
agencies establish a regular reportiing program within each
state, and the need to record such data in a state data
bank. In order to provide a base of data for such a
program, an interim step will also be reguired. The
previously trained population will have to be queried in
some form as to their driver education experi=nce. This can
be done most effectively by placing a question on the
periodic app ication for rcnewal of the driver's license,

and should serve as a mechaunism for updating the state files
in the course 2f the next thvree years. Thus, when a report-
able accident occurs, a query of the data file will indicate
whether or not an individuzl has received driver training,
when, and in what manner. Present data on driver education
students' accident experience are limited to a few research
studies. There is no practical way to identify accident
participants who have had or who have not ihad driver edur a-
tion courses. It is conceivable, based on on-going rese.cch,
that such information may ultimately be included in the
National Driver Register, but this is many years off. We
therefore believe that the only step which can be recommended
for a long-term evaluation plan is to cevelop the recommended
driver education information base in the several states, at
which time it would be possible to develop comparative
evaluative studies.

OVERALL IMPRESSIGNS ON DRIVER EDMCATION IN GENERAL

One 72f the biggest detriments to the total driver
education movement lias been the long-standing
friction that has existed between many of the pro-
ponents of secondary school driver edvcation and
the commercial school industry. This situation
must be rectified.

The limited-participation approach currently
being experimented with by the Ontario Motor
League and on a very limited basis in the United
States, for instance in the state of Ohio, may
deserve a closer look. It is in brief a scheme
whereby driver education {the classroom phase) is
included in the formal secondaxy school curric'ilum
and taught by certified high school teachers,
while the training phase (tehind-the-wheel
instruction) is handled on a contract between the
school system and the commercial driving sche sls.,
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This approach may le*er turn out to be a highly
practical one, and may even be more efficient

from the viewpoint of educational objectives and
skilled training by professional drivers. It may
also be a sensible solution to the teacher short-
age and to the training-car problem. Iuv is an
established fact that in most of the so-called
professions f{law, medicine, engincering, etc.),
the preliminary formal educational programs, such
as pre-med, are taught by trained educators, while
the so-called professional courses are taught by
professionals ({(doctors, lawyers, and engineers).

A brief review of thz recommended standards for
driver education instructors indicAates that there
is not a major difference in the driving experience
or qualifications required for secondary school
teachers and for commercial school instructors,
except with respect to the educational attainments
stipulated for each.

° It has been pointed out by many people cognizant
with the area of traffic safety that the curricu-
lar content and InetlLodolcgy of high school driver
education has not changed materially fronmn its
original 1933 format. This the present investi-
gators found to be true. Unguestionably, not
enough serious attention has been given to the
problem of curriculum planning and organization.
We are hopeful that studies currently in progress
will give us some new insights in this area.

° Motorcycle drivel education will become an
increasingly critical area in the next several
years. To date, only fragmentary effortc have
been made to structure courges in this area. The
practical solution to handling the behind-the-
wheel aspect of the training continues to ke a
fascinating challenge. Perhaps simulation will be
a partial answer in reducing the inordinately
high percentage of first- and second-ride injuries
and deaths (20 percent of all motorcycle
accidents).
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THE SURVEY OF COMMERCIAL SCHOOLS

Gilbert E. Teall
Chief Scientist
Dunlap and Associates, Inc.

The commercial driver training school industry is presently
a primary source for driver education in the United States.
Despite the fact that a substantial number of people arg
trained each year by commercial driver training schools,
their roles and contributions have rot been ‘7idely recognized.
There has been an obvious, growing tendency, as evidencad

in driver education literature, to equate "driver educatior"
wich "secondary school driver educzaticn." This apparent
exclusion of the commercial schools would seem to have
resulted from a combination of things. First, formsl
educators, recognizing that they have 2 vested interest in
and responsibility for promoting driver education in the
srchools, have probably been more intense and more vocal in
their approach than have commerciai schools. Secc»d,
commercial schools typically have lacked the organ.zation
and resources necessary to have an effective voice in driver
education matters. Third, commercial schools for one reason
or another, have not been adequately represented in decision-
and policy-making. Fousth, the industry has suffered a "bad
press" because of the many sub-standard schools which have
becen permitted to come into existence and prosper uncheacked
as a result of the failure to pass appropriate and timely
legislation for controlling and regulating the quality of
schools. Fifth, there has been much friction between secon-
Jdary schools, and commercial schcols in recent years. And,
finally, it is probably safe to assume <ha: the profit
motive has occasionally overriddea some schools' interest

in providing quality instruction.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The Highway s'.fety 2Act of 1966 provides that ", . . the
opticn for touth students and adults to obtain driver train-
ing through private means should be available, provided the
quality of the training is required to be maintained at a
prescribed level."

1. Fo: biographical sketch see p. 238,
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In the light of this provision, and because there is a
definite lack of information on the status of commercial
schoo. driver education, a separate study was conducted to:

1. Provide informatic.. on the services, capabili-
ties, practices, and policies of the commercial
driver training school industry.

2. Examine existing and proposed state legislation
regarding the regulation and supervision of
commercial school programs, particularly as the
law relates to quality control.

3. Survey the curricula of commercial schools
and review evaluation techniques presently
employed by states and schools.

4, Identify sources of data on commercial school
programs.

5. Develop a data base from which guidelines and
recommendations can be generated for consideration,
and for possible inclusion in the overall eval-
uation scheme.

DATA SOURCES AND METHOD USED

The major data sources used in this study were the state
departments designated as responsible for regulating and
supervising commercial schools, national, state, and local
associations of commercial driving schools, and the
commercial driver training schools themselves.

Initially, a thorough search was made of all available
relevant literature on the topic. It was found that there
was a general lack of informatior. on commercial driver
training schools and their education and training programs.
Consequently, other methods of data gathering had to be
employed to obtain relevant cata.

A survey questiionnarie entitled "Survey of State Practices
and Regulations for Commercial Driving Schools" was mailed
to each state and the District of Columbia. Completed
questionnaires and/or program description literature were
received from 48 states. In addition, copies of the

rules and regulations, operator's manuals, and traffic laws
were obtained where possible. Another qQuestionnaire,
"Commercial Driving School Survey", was mailed to every
commercial school in the United States for which an address
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could be obtained. A mailing list of 2,880 schools was
compiled through the cooperation of the National Profession-
al briver Education Association and the various state
departments responsible for commercial driving schools.

It was found that a substantial number of these schools

were no longer in operation at the time of the survey.

Three hundred and sixty questionnaires, or about 16 percent
of the total estimated population, were included in the
study sample. The distribution of responses by states

is shown in Table II-1.

In addition to the two surveys, visitations were made to
many research centers. Conferences were also held with
several individuals cognizant of the problem and with
interested organizations throughout the Uni-ed States.
Project staff members personally visited more than thirty
commercial schools across the country, including several in
the New England states, Virginia, Delaware, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, New York, Illinois, Texas,and California.
In-depth discussions were held at various times with officers
and menbers of various state and local associations, as well
as with officers of the National Professional Driver Education
Association., Invaluable assistance was also received from
the Motor Vehicle Departments of Connecticut, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, and New York, and from the Pennsylvania
Department of Public Instruction, which cooperated in the
initial information-gathering phase of the study. The

results of the study are briefly summarized in the following
paragraphs.

RESULTS OF THE STUDY
Prevalence of Commercial Schools

At tha present time, national statistics are not kept on
commerciual driver training schocls. Until such time as
moxe functional and uniform practices are zdopted by the
states, the primary souice of inforration must be the
indust y itself.

On the basis of survey returns and the mailing lists gener-
ated for the study, it was estimated that there are roughly
2,200 commercial schools naow in operation in the United
States (excluding specialty schools for truck drivers, etc.),
employing a probable 12,000 instructors, maintaining an
estimated 11,300 training cars, and teaching somewhere in
the neighborhood of one and three quarter million people
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per year. This figure does not include branch schools and
may not account accurately for unlicensed schools. It
is the best estimate possiple based on available information.

Commercial schools are now found in every state with the
exception of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming,
and possibly Mississippi. (A breakdown of the ectimated

number of schools in each state is presented in Table II-1.)
The heaviest concentration of schcols is in the northeastern
sector of the country. New York with 373 and California with
246 schools lead all states in the total number of schools.
It is interesting to note that there are 156 schools
operating in the State of Connecticut. This means that

there is essentially one school for every 6,000 residents

of legal driving age in the state. (The distribution of
responses is also shown in Table II-1).

Services Provided

Ls a group, commercial driver training schools are invol:
in virtually all aspects of driver education. They teacd’
all categories of students and give instruction in the
operation of all types of vehicles. 1In addition to inst:
ion for the beginning driver, commercial schools often r
special adult programs, spncial programs for the aged, ttb
handicapped, and for the slow learners. They have in ma:;
instarces been called upon to conduct violator schools

or other types of improvement clinics. Some schools
specialize in the evaluation of drivers, primarily for
large commercial trucking concerns. Motorcycle driver
education is also a rapidly growing service of many com-
mercial schonls,

In certain instances the services of the commercial schoo.
have gone beyond that of providing driving instriccion.
For example, in Massachusetts certain commercial schools
have been fully accredited as teacher training institute.
The requirements whici must be met by schools in order tc
offer the instructers' courses are considered by the stat
to Lle quite comparable to those of area colleges and
universities.

The majority of commercial schools, however, continue tc
concentrate their efforts on training the beginning driv.
1t was with this service that the survey was prinarily
ccnecerncd.
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Table II-2 summarizes the primary services provided by
the schools which participated in the survey.

Table 1I-2: Percentage of Commercial Schuols Offering
Various Driver Education Services

Type of Service Classroom Offered* In-Car Instruction
Beginning driver 76.9% 98.6%
Handicapped persons 43.4% 63.8%
Aged 55.2% 83.3%
Improvement or )

remedial 56.5% 81.9%
Commercial driver 24.° 32.2%
Chaufteur 20.9% 26.5%
Motorcycle 6.1% 4.2%

* Since many states do not require the classroom phase of
instruction in many of these categories, it is often
difficult to support this activity profitably.

Time in Business

Zach school was asked to indicate the year in .hich it was
founded. Of those responding, only two percent had been in
business less than one year, 25.5 percent had been in
business fewer than five years, 3.6 percent had been in
existence more than 30 years. Nearly 23 percent of the
schools had been in business between six and ten years.
Table II-3 gives a breakdown of the surveyed schools in
terms of years in business. It can be argued that
established schools might be more willing to participate
in this type of survey, but in terms of experience and
discussions with those who know, the above percentages
seem reasonably representative of the industry.

The oldest school responding to the survey was establisned
in 1925. Three other schools reported that they were
founded in 1928. The earliest commercial school on

record was begun in 1909, according to the National
Professional Driver Education Association.
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Table II-3: Distribution of Schools in Terms of Years
in Business

Years in Business Percent of Schools
1 or less 2%

2 or less 8% | » Taki

3 or less 14.1% Cumutative
4 or less 18.6%

5 or less 25.5%

6 - 10 22.8%
11 - 15 12.2%

16 - 20 13.9%

21 - 25 10.8%

26 - 30 2.8%

31 or more 3.6%

no response 1.4%

Branch Offices

Eighty percent of the schools indicated they 1.1 no branch
offices, 8.6% reported one branch cffice, 4.7% had two
branch offices, 3.3% had three branch offices, and 3.4%
had four or more branch offices. The largesti commercial
school in terms of number of branch offices was fifteen.
It is evident from the data that the commercial driver
training school business is still nredominantly one of
small independent operations, although there are some
rather large rchains operating in the United States, such
as Easy Methodl and the American Automobile Association
schools.

Student tLoad

Each school was asked what its average monthly student
load had been for the 12 months prior to the survey.
Estimates ranged from a low of three students per month to
a high of over 1,000 per month. Table I1I-4 shows the
distribution of the monthly student loads of the scrools
in the sample.

Responses to determine the age and sex of the students

indicated that 40 percent of the commercial school students
were 25 years of age or older. Thirty percent were between
16 and 18 years. Twelve percent fell in the range of 19 to
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20 years; 15 percent in the range of 21 to 285 years.
Obviously, the percentage of students under 16 years of
age was negligible.

.able II-4: Percentag. of Schools Reporting Varying
Monthly Student Loads

Number of Students Percent nf Sample
1 -5 8.6
6 - 10 13.6
11 - 15 8.3
16 - 25 13.3
26 - 50 14.4
51 - 100 14.4
101 - 250 6.6
ovzar 250 3.6
no response 17.2

Eighty-seven percent of the schools indicated that area
high schools offer the complete driver education course

to their students. 1In approximately 43 percent of the
cases in which the complete course is not offered by local
high schools, the classroom phacse is offered. There war

however, no particular evidence that the monthly studer.t load

of commexcial schools was substantial’y lower in areas
where high school driver education programs were active.
course, the data collected do not lend themselves well
to this sort of interpretation. The fact that no
relationship was evident may result from the fact that
in large population centers commercial schools can probably
expect a highexr volume of business despite the fact that
high school driver education may aiso be more active there.
It must be remembered also that a substantial percentayge

of the study sarple comprised schools located in Mass-

achusetts, where secondary and commzrcial schools frequently

cooperate in a "limited participation" program, the former
providing the classroom phase of instruction and the later
giving the in-car instruction.

In view of the many reports received from now defunct
schools, attrinuting their business failures, in part, to
the upsurge in high school drivar education, one presumes
that ther2 is an effect. Some knowledgeable individuals
stated that they though the recent drop in the total
number of coummercial schools may have been a result not
only of stricter regulation, but also of the boom in high

O

ERIC 253

s :24 y



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

school driver education. The extent of this effect, if any,
cannot yet be determined.

It would appear that a couple of things could be done to 'nake
more economical and efficient use of the driver education
resources of a community. Either the high school program
can be increased in scope and activity to the point

where the commercial schools find it practically impossible
to survive (at least in the area of beginning driving
instruction) or the scope and activities of the secondary
school driver education programs could be planned in such

a way as to minimize redundancy or overlap by considering
the availability of quality commercial schools which could
share the burden and fruits of the student driving
population, The latter, it would seer, is a more

realistic and practical approach, assuming, of course, that
the quality of instruction of the twc sources was comparable.
Whether or not this would or should entail state or Federal
fina:icial support to commercial schools is another question
which would have to be answered ultimately. Perhaps an
even more important question that would have to be answered
is whether it is necessary that secondary schools be
capable of meeting the total demand for the driver
education service, and, if not, what criteria should

be used for the selection process. A thi.d approach is
also possible; that is, continue, as we are, to let both
commercial schools and secondary schools battle it out and
let the chips fall where they may.

Schools Offering Complete Courses

Approximately 7€ percent of the schools responding to the
survey indicated that they offered the rcomplete course;
i.e., both classro>m and in-car instruction. The re-
maining schools of ered only the in-car phase. It should
be kept in mind that several states €o not yet require
driver education, and consequently schools in these states
may find it difficult to offer classroom instruction
profitably.

Seventy-~five percent of the schools claim to have separate
classroom facilities. It is not possible from the
responses received to determine if all these schools
actually have classroom facilities on the school premises.
It is known that in some states, such as News York, it is
common for several schools to share a sinvle classroom
facility rather than for each to maintain one of its own.
It is not know.n how widespread this practice is. Although
the use of commercial classzooms is commonly criticiz~d,
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it has not been established vhether or not such usec is
actually detrimental to tne education process. If it is

not generally inconvenient for the student to get a

communal classrocin facility, this may just be 2ne

answer for getting better utilization out of the chronically
siiallow pool of qualified, certified classroom instructors.
It may also he an easier way of standardizing instruction
across schools. More investigation would have to be done
before the merit of this approach could be fully assessed.

Each school was asked to describe how it typically scheduled
the two phases of instruction. The yreatest number of
schools (51 percent) offer the classroom and in-car

phases corcurrently. Twenty-five percent offer the
classroom phase tirst and then the in-car phase, 19 percent
provide only in-car instruction aind the rsemaining 5 percent
indicated they have "other" scheduling arrangements. The
most frequently mentioned "other" technigues were in-car
lectures and in-car instruction first, and then classroom
instruction.

Hours of Instruction

As & matter of interest, schools were asked how many hours
of instruction the "average" student received. Practically
without exception, schools reported that students received
the minimum hours of classroom instruction requaired by their
states. Several schools explained that the paying customer
is not generally interested in attendi.:g classroom
instruction over and above the minimum prescribed by law.

. few schools reportedly even attempted to offer additional
free classroom instruction, but have discontinued these
programs because of poor attendance. While some schools
felt there should be more classroom instruction, many
iadicated they thought too much attention ‘vas already
d:..rected to classroom theory andé not enough time was spent
giving in-car instruction.

Responses to the question of how many hours of in-car in-
struction students normally received varied between 6 and
30 hours as a rule. The average for the sample was 8.74
hours. The few schools in the sample which place great
emphasis on the training of truck drivers and drivers of
commeicial v:.icles were eliminated from this computation
since these activities commonly involve from 80 to 100
hours of practice driving.

An additional inquiry was made to find out how soon
commercial schools expose their students to heavy traffic.
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Four percent said that students were exposed to traffic
immediately. This is not always by choice, however, since
schools located in densly populated areas often find it
difficult to avoid traffic conditions. Twelve percent
expose students after approxiinately one hour of in-car
instruction and 23 percent after two hours. Over 84 per-
cent of the schools reported that thev expcse thLeir
students to heavy trafrfic within the first five huurs of
in-car instruction.

Training Aids and Teaching Techniques

It was found that commercial schools typically use the
standard training aids used by seccendary schools in their
Jriver education programs. Nearly all the schools offering
the classroom phase use the standard textbooks, although

a small percentage still center their instruction around
state operator manuals. Sixty-eight percent of all schools
reported that they use films and projection equipnent; 70
percent use charts, graphs, and other visual aids reg-
ularly. Only 41 percent reported that they used mockups

or models, and only 32 percent used psycho-physical
devices. Among the other training aids most frequently
mentioned were pictures and clippings, drivers' manuals
traffic laws, notebooks, scrapbooks, and themes prepared
by students; parts of cars, school published tests, and
simulation equipment. Full scale driving simulators were
used by only 2.% percent of the schools sampled.

h survey of major manufacturers showed that there are prob-
ably fewer than two dozen commercial schools in the country
which use Ariving simulators. As a general rule, commercial
schools have adopted a policy against the use of simulators.
The National Professional Driver Education Association
suggests, for example, that it sees no need for the pro-
fessional schnol to use simulators when they can offer the
real thing.

Less than 8 percant of the schools used driving ranges. Only
a very few schools own and maintain their own driving
ranges, although several have agreements with community
organizations to use parks, narking lots, and remote

streets for this purpose or have permission to use driving
ranges maintained by secondary schools, colleges, and

other safety organizations.

Sixty-one percent of the schools do not permit student
observers to ride in training cars while they are being
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operated by other students. The consensus among commercial
schools is that student wvbservation time is not benericial
and may, in fact, be detrimental to the learning process,
especially if observation time is creditec as part of the
in~car training requirement. The majority of schools

which indicated that they permitted student observers to
ride in training cars were schonls employing high school
drive: education teachers. This is not surprising in

light of the fact that it is ccommon practice in high school
programs to use the student observer technique. The 1e-
maining schools were predominantly schools located in Mass-
achusetts, where six hours of observation time is required
by law. The relative advantages and disadvantages of
student observation time have not yet been firmly established
or tested.

Other commonly reported teaching techniques iIncluded the
Smith System, defensive driving courses, visitations to
traffic couvrts, police stations, and other relevant sites,
guest speakers from various safety organizations and en-
forcement aiathorities, and closed circuit TV classroom in-
struction.

Instructors

Twenty-nine nercent of the schools indicated they emoloyed
just 1 instructor, 42 percent between 2 and 5 inst:uctors,
12 percent between 6 and 10 instructovrs, 7 percent between
11 and 15 instructors, and 5 percent had more than 15
instructors. Of all the instructors, 64 percent were full-
time employees, and 36 percent were part-time instructors.
The largest number of full-time instructors employed by a
single school was 135. The largest number of part-time
instructors was 60. The average nuitber of full-time in-
structors per school was 3.61, and the average number of part-
time instructors was 2. Sixteen of the schools indicated
‘they had no full-time instructors.

In order to determine what the primary sources were for
part-time commercial school instructors, each school was
asked to list the primary occupations of their part-time
employees. The most commonly mentioned occupations,

not necessarily listed in order of frequency of mention,
were the following:

O
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School teachers {(driver education and other)

Policemen

Firemen

Civil service employees

Ministers

College and graduate sciiool students

Coumercial vehicle operators

Ho:.sewives

Sozial workers

Salesmen and small-b' ' iness operators

Retired motor vehicle department employees
wulance drivers

Retired military personnel

Utilities employees

It is interesting to note that &« substantial percentage of
those who betome part-time driving ins .ructors already
drive as part of their primary occupatican. A few schools
indicated that all of their instructors ure either

retired policemen or retired motol tehicle department
personnel. The most common soirce of part-time instructors
was secondary school teachers and most often they were
high school driver education teachers.

Tables II-5 and 1Ii-6 shiow the education and experience
levels of the instructors sampled. While 97 percent of the
commerci¢ 1 sichool instructors had high school diplomas, it
“7as somewhat surprising to find that less than less than 25
percent were college graduates. The range of experience was
great, although more iastructors fell into the 2 to¢ 5 year
experience bracket than into any other. Nea:ly 21 percent
of the instructors had more than 10 years of experience.

Since the great majority of schools responding to the
survey were located in states which have instructor
certification requirements, nearly all of the instructors
included in the sample were certified. Certification will
ba dealt with in a later section.

O
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Table I1-5: Education Levels of Instructors in Sample

Level Percent
College graduates 24.1
Some college 27.4
High school graduates 45.7
Non-high school graduates 2.8

Table 11-6: Experience Levels of Instructors in Sample

Level Percent

Less than 1 year of

experience 14.2
1 to 2 years 17.1
2 to 5 years 30.1
5 to 10 years 17.9
Over 10 years 20.7

Classroom Phase, Curricula

The number of classroom topics listed by commercial school
respondents was so great that it would be impractical to

list them individually. There was a great deal of variation
not only in course conterc, but also in the order of
presentation and the time devoted to the coverage of major
topics. Characteristically, however, the course descriptions
included at least the following units or topic areas:

° The traffic problem

° Physical, mental, and emotional characteristics of
drivers

° Laws of physics related to driving

° Traffic laws and rules of the road

° Construction, operation, and maintenance of cars

° Basic and advanced driving techniques

° Analysis of problems in traffic and on the

open highway



° Special problems (alcohol, drugs, adverse

weather, etc.)

Several schools reported that they now emphasize srtecial
emergency procedures in their classroom sessions. Some
of the procedures are leaving yourself an escape route,
evasive emergency action, recovery action, high-speed
emergency braking, skids, crash analysis, and acts to min-
imize bodily injury and property damage when a crash is
inevitable. Several schools also have highly structured
courses which place major emphasis on particular skills
such as the proper use of the eyes. In this categorv are
courses like the Smith System and the various defensive
driving programs.

In general, the commercial school seems to place mcre
emphasis on the development of driving skills and hebits
and on teaching the rules of the road than on attempting
to define and develop a good driving attitude in the
classroom.

Commercial schools generally do a good job of coordinating
classroom instruction and in-car instruction. This is
sometimes difficult, however, since school~ generally
prefer to phase new students into a program even if it

has already started, rather than to risk losing a customer
by asking him to wait until the next course offering. 1In
terms of accepted learning theory, this phasing-in

policy has obvious shortcomings.

Commercial schools, for the most part, use the standard
text books, Sportsmanlike Driving, Man and the Motor Car,
etc. Many schools, however, have adopted The New Driver's
Guide, developed by the National Professional Driver
Education Association, as their primary text. 1In addition
to lectures, students are typically given outside reading
assignments, often have to prepare written reports or
notebooks, and are asked to participate in debates and
discussions on relevant topics. Classes are taken on
field trips to traffic courts, safety centers, and police
stations. From the responses to the survey it was not
possible to determine the extent to which such innovative
teaching techniques as programmed instruction and multi-
media presentation are being ennloyed by commercial schools.

In-Car Phase, Course Content

Like the nuibher of classroom topics listed by the conmercial
schools, the arcas covered by in-car instruction are too
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numerous for including in detail here. However, the outline
below is a rather representative list of the topics most
frequently reported by the respondents. For the sake

of convenience they have been classified here into three
categories: control, basic skills, and advanced skills,

control

©

Orientation

Familiarization with driver's compartment
Familiarization with controls

Proper seating position and posture
Starting and stopping

Shifting

Creeping

Basic Skills

o

Turning from a stop
Hand-over-hand turning

Turns while moving

Signals, hand and mechanical
Backing, straight and weaving
Backing around corners

Turn abouts

Starting on grades

Advanced Skills

o

Normal driving condifions
Highway driving

One~way streets

Downtown traffic

Angle parking
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Parallel parking

Overtaking and passing

° Preparation for license examination

Many of tne outlines received were much more elaborate than
this. Perhaps the most comprehensive and well thought out
program reviewed was the one devaeloped and endorsed by

the National Professional Driver Education Association.
Member schools employ a driver evaluation and progress report
form which provides a student-status check c¢n six categories
of skills. These categories and the representative training
received in each are described below.

Classification #1: Elementary Training
Basic orientation training in the use of the
instrument panel, gauges, cont:ols, and safety
equipment, and training in simple mancuvers.

Classification #2: Intermediate Tra.ning
Turns, lanz changing, intercections, etc.

Classification #3: Advanced Training
Backing, parking,expressway and highway driving,
overtaking and passing, turnabouts, etc.

Classific«tion %4: Expert Training

) Standard shift. night driving, adverse weather,
emergency driving, speed control, economy
driving, evaluation

Classification #5: Area
Locations and traffic conditions under which
student was observed

Classification #6: Weather
E»posure to various types of weather conditions.

The six-classification scheme described was based on the
findings of a study conducted by the NPDEA over a period
of several years. In the study, numerous seminars were
held in which driving school owners from around the

country participated,and driving school people met also
with authorities and consultants from other organizations.
Further informat.on came from a 27-state survey of schcol
owners, instructors, and consultants. The composite con-
clusions were published by the NPDEA in 1966, in a document
entitled "Recommended Standacds for Behind-the-Wheel Training."”
Briefly stated, the minimum training recommended was 31.2
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hours of behind-the-wheel training without any theoretical
instruction and 25.0 hours of behind-the wheel training with
thorough theoretical instructions. Because there would be
many practical Timitations upon an attempt to implement

such a program at present, the recommended behind-the-

wheel program was ultimately reduced to 15.2 hours.
Recommended minimums were also set for the number of miles
that should be driven by students during the various phases
of training. They were 7 miles per instruction hour for
Classification #1 training, 9 miles per instruction hour

for Classification #2 training, and 18 miles per instruction
hour for Classification 43 and #4 training. No attempt

was made during this investigation to determine how widely
thie program is used and how well it holds up in practice.
In general, however, it appears to be well received by the
membership of the NPDEA.

Because of many varied services offered by commercial driving
schools, it is difficult for them to adhere to a simple
program of instruction. While instruction for the beginning
driver can generally follow a set format, commercial

schoo.s are also faced with problems such as the women who
need to brush up on their parking, the elderly person who
finds it necussary to drive because his spouse has died,

the handicapped person, the court-referred violator, the
foreigner, and the high school dropo 't who wants to train
for a laundry route. In these instances, schools may con-
centrate their training effort on particular weaknesses
rather than offer a standard course. These types of people
may not only represent a problem in terms of their physio-
logical makeup, but may also present unigue problems from an
intellectual, emotional, or motivational standpoint.

In summary, many excellent programs of instruction (at least
excellent in terms of their facz validity) have been set up
by commercial schools. Many of these have been developecd
independently. The National Professional Driver Education
Association program was a cooperative effort. Several
schools indicated that they sought the help of notable
profassional consultants in developing their programs. One
of the things which must be remembered in evaluating a
program is that not only must it be comprehensive, but it
must also be flexible. While it may be relatively easy to
compare programs on the basis of course content, 1t may not
be such an easy matter to determine which program is best
meeting the individual needs of the particular students

being served,

O
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Methods of Program Evaluation

The schools were asked to describe briefly how they eval-
uated their driver education programs. Responses to this
question varied greatly, from very crude indicators to
quite elaborate techniques. A brief list of some of the
methods described is presented below.

-3

Ability of students to handle car properly under
all practical conditions

Students' denonstration of good driving attitude
Repeat business in fomilies

Demand for business

Percent of referral business

Study of accident records of past students
Periodic follow-up surveys of past students
Level of public interest expressed

Recognition and approbation by law officials

Formal appraisal by experts in auto safety and
driver education

Percent of students who pass state written and
road test

Grade average of <tudents on state test
Scnool's reputation

Profit

Growth rate of school

Number of students taught

Volume of business compared with competitors'
volume

llow program conpares with competitors' programs
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Customer satisfaction: number of complaints
expressed

Violation records of past students and license
retention rate

Comparison with high schcol programs
State requirements fulfilled

How well program meets accepted educational
standards

Teacher evaluation

Application of National Professional Driver
Education Association Form AB-64

A guide to D.E. Bulletin 395 (Evaluation)
Success (license) guaranteed in X number of hours
Constant review of program, and self-appraisal

Suggestions by customers accepted and implemented,
if good

Ability to give personalized service and meet
i.adividual needs

Course evaluation cards completed by students
Parents of teenage students interviewed
Years in business

Experience and qualifications of school and in-
structors

Hiring only college graduvates as instructors
Hiring former police and/or motor vehicle personnel

Student performance on special school driving
and written tests

Self-appraisal of driving performance by students
(formal system)

Schedule flexibility: ability to provide in-
struction at the student's convenience
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Proper use of eyes by student while driving

Guaranteed reduced insurance ratec to graduates

Quality Control

Attempts to improve tho quality of commercial-school driver
education and training are being made within the industry
as well as outside it. The primary method Zor internal
quality control appears at this time to be the work of

the professional associations. Some schools, however,
explained that they were not happy with the progress being
made by associations and were instead concentrating on
improving their own programs. Approximately 50 percent

of the respondents to the survey indicated that they
belonged to commercial driving school associations. Forty-
eight different state and local associations were represented
in the sample. At least two rational associations were
represented.

Although the principle objective of most commercial school
associations is the betterment of driver education and
training, others have such stated or implied secondary
objectives as mutual protection, improvea competitive
stature, and the sharing of classroom fa:ilities. It
appears from the survey results that no commercial schcol
instructors other than those also teaching in the secondary
school program were members of the American Driver and
Traffic Safety Education Association. The specific reason
for this is not known, but it would appear advantageous from
the standpoint of the overall driver education movement to
have commnercial schools represented in organizations ot

this type. As stated elsewhere in this report, it is the
opinion of the investigators that one of the major deterrents
to driver educaticn has been the lack of cooperation and
communication between secondary schools and commercial
schools. Both sides appear to be offenders. One healthy
sign noted in the study was the fact that a prominent commer-
cial school association in New York State is headed by a
secondasy school driver education teacher who, himself, is
not & commercial school owner. Peaceful coexistence has

to be -chieved if the best interests of the public are to

be serve”? and if constructive headway is to be made in

providing *" best possible education to the greatest possible

nunber.
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The other way in which quality control must be maintained

is through the enactment and enforcement of sound legislation.
An inquiry was made concerning how the commercial schools
view their state's rules and regulations. Most schools

(64%) said they thought the rules and regulations of their
states were adequately enforced; 28 percent felt they were

not adequately enforced.

Survey of State Requlation and Control of Commercial Schools

A survey was conducted to determine the current status of
state programs for commercial driver training schools.
Questionnaires were sent to the responsible department

in each state and the District of Columbia, requesting
information on their rules and regulations pertaining to
commercial schools, application requirements, teacher
certification requirements, and the practices and policies
of their department. In addition, a comprehensive  library
of current legislation was compiled and reviewed. The
following section briefly summarizes the findings of this
study. The discussion here is based almost exclusively

on these states which regulate and control commercial
driving schools.

State Offices Responsible for Commercial Schools

All states with the exception of 13 have designated offices
responsible for the regulation and supervision of commercial
driver training schools. There is, however, great variation
among the states with regard to the specific offices they
have selected For this purpose. Currently, commercial
schools are the function of the Department of Motor Vehicles
in 14 states, the Department of Public Safety in nine
states, the Department of Education or Public Instruction

in eight states, the Department of Highways in three states,
and the Secretary of State in two states. In Idaho, the
Department of Law Enforcement is responsible for the
licensing and inspecting of commercial schools, although
yeneral responsibiiity for the regulation and supervision

of the schools lies with the Department of Education.
Michigan has proposed legislation which would make the
Office of the Secretarv of State responsible for cemmercial
schools. The controlling office in the District of columbia
is the Department of Licenses and Inespections.
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License Requirements

Nearly every state which has a designated office responsible
for commercial driving schoois requires commercial schools

to be licensed. It was found that the great majority of
legislation to this effect has been passed since 1957.

All but 16 states have published rules or regulations
pertaining to the conduct of commercial schools. 2 review

of the survey returns and of the rules and regulations received
during the study showed a general similarity of school

license requirements in many states.

All states that license schvuols require them to make a
formal application for a license. Every state indicated
that there was either an application fee or a license fee.
The amount of these fees varied from a low of $25.00 in
several states to a high of $250.00 in Florida. Several
states also have an "approval" fee which is assessed after
a school has been granted a license. Some states have a
single fee which covers branch offices as well as home
offices, while others have additional fees for each branch
office. Quite a few states do not require that the school
location be approved before a license is issued. Although
a few states have not designated a minimum age for license
applicants, those which have, without exception, set the
limit at 21 years of age. Nearly all states specifically
require that schools have an established place of business.
Less than half the states require schools to have a
separate office and classroom. With but a few exceptions,
nearly all states require training cars to be safety
inspected as part of the licensing procedure. Half a
dozen of these states do not ordinarily have a-state
vehicle inspection requirement. ! All states .indicated

they specify the minimum insurance to be cdrried on training
vehicles, although there was a grecat variation in the
prescribed limits of coverage. About half the states
require commercial schools to maintain public liability
insurance or a bond.

The same general requirements usually pertain to the license
renewali procedure. Renewal fees generally range between
$15.00 and $50.00. Excepif. in California, where the renewal
period is every four years, nearly every state indicated
that a school license was valid for a period of one year.

Each state was asked the most common grounds for denying a
commercial school a license. 1In order of frequency of mention,
the reasons were as follows: failure to meet prescribed
standards (including rules and requlatiors): inadequate
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school fecilities; instructors not qualified or lacking
sufficient experience; poor financial or driving records.

The schools were likewise asked to list the most common
grounds for revoking commercial school licenses. Many states
reported that they have not yet had to revoke a school
license. In those instances where licenses have been revoked,
the most common reasons were fraud Or misrepresentation,
failure to comply with the rules and regqgulations, failure

to maintain adequate insurance, and failure to maintain
qualified instructors.

Somaratie 1 (7T ey [y -
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The survey responses showed that there has been a slow but
rather continuous increase in the number of licensed com-
mercial driving schools since 1962. However, as was stated '
earlier, there seems to have been a rather dramatic decrease
in the total number of commercial schools during the same
period. It is not possible to substantiate this decrease
statistically, since formal records have not been kept on a
nationwide basis.

ACCIDENT RECORDS

Each state was asked whether separate records were kept of
accidents that occur during practice driving instruction

given by commercial schools. Of the 22 states responding %o
the item, only one {Jevada) indicated that such statistics
were compiled. During 1966 there were no accidents in

Nevada involving student drivers under the supervision of
commercial school instructors. It must be remembered, how-
ever, that there are only three licensed commercial schools

in the state of Nevada. There is at present no estimate of

the total number of such accidents a year in the United States.

SCHOOL INSPECTIONS

Most states reported that they reserved the right to have

l authorized representatives of their office make periodic
inspections of commercial school facilities and instructional
sessions. Generally, it was found that schools were
inspected between one and five times a year, although in

l a few instances schools were visited as often as 12 times a
year. In most states all or nearly all of the inspection
visits are unannounced, while some states estimated between

l 50 percent and 80 percent as unannounced.

An inquiry was made to determine how many full-time commer-
cial school inspectors were maintained by each state office.

)
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In general, states reported that they had no full-time
inspectors. Instead, the job of school inspection is usually
an additional duty for office personnel. Few states indi-
cated thexre are any special educational or training require-
ments for becoming a commercial school inspector. Those
states which did list requirements seemed to place more
emphasis on experience in driver education. 1In most states
it is not required that inspectors even complete a driving
instructor's course. It would seem that there is a need to
look more closely at this aspect of the enforcement procedure,
since it is believed that inspections, if conducted in a
constructive manner, can play a critical role in upgrading
the quality of commercial school programs.

CONCLUSIONS

° There is a general lack of published material
on the subject of the commercial driver training
industry.

Other than a few statewide studies comparing
statistics on the accident, fatality, or violation
rates of relatively small samples of students who
have completed secondary school and commercial
school driver education courses, meaningful studies
on the effectiveness of the commercial school in
promoting and accomplishing driver education
objectives ave practically nonexistent.

° One of the greatest detr'ments to the total driver
education movement has been the long standing
friction that has existed between many of the
proponents of secondary school driver education
and the commercial school industxy. This situa-
tion must be rectifi=d.

° The not~too-distant past of the industry was
marked by a general lack of organization, com-
munication, and cooperation among commercial
schools. Significant progress is being made by
local, state, and national associations, and by
other means, towards changing this situation.

° Commercial schools have generally lacked representa-
tion and a voice in driver education matters.

° The enactment of state legislation for the regula-

tion and control of commercial schools has bzen
very slow and in fact, such legislation does not
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yet exist in several states.

There is apparently an increased interest and
involvement on the part of the commercial school
industry in the legislative process. Indeed,

many sensible programs are being proposed by the
industry which will, if enacted, do much to up-
grade the quality of the driver education provided
by commercial schools, ’

There are substantial differences in the type and
quality of state programs for commercial schools.
One reason for this is the fact that the many
different kinds of departments which have been
charged with responsibility for the supervision

and control of commercial schools have varying
interests, and often emphasize these interests to
the virtual exclusion of other important considera-
tions.

States have, in many instances, gone to great

pains to control ard regulate commercial schools
administratively; however, there has been consider-
ably less attention given to the educatiocnal aspects
of their programs. Supervision and evaluation of
course content, teaching techniques, teacher
qualification and certification, etc., seem to

have been matters more implied than demonstrated.

It was not the purpose of this study to evaluate
specific programs. However, it must be kept in
mind that legislation, regulations, and rules
must be evaluated not only in terms of their
apparent intrinsic worth, but 1ilso in terms of
how well they are enforced.
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PROBLEMS OF THE COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOLS

H. 8. Vinson, Past President
National Professional Driver Education Association

Mr. Vinson, who i3 Fast President of the Naticral Frofessir=il Initer
Educaticn Associatich, Inc., has devoted the past 31 years cf ki1 ile
to the Letterment of the Traffic Safety Froaram. Fis first assiarrent
in this regard was working in the Frgarceriry Tivisicn of thre Texas
Highway Department. he served 17 this Capaci: r 1 rericd of trree
years [(1938-19410.

In 1946, ke opencd the first drivint schrol an Texas. He
the school as a full-rire occuration since 1946, By 1982,
schanls hed sprung up across the state of Texas, and Mr, Virscn !
the Texad [briving fchool Asscciaticon. FPe was elocted presifert »f

the qroup and served jn this capacity until 1964, at whach tire *¢ WS
elected President ©f the Naticral Frefess:tral (river Flucatien
Association.

and Capaja, assistin: leaders of tre Xa
Education Associaticn jn craanizing eta
workshcps and serirarg for the drivira g stry.
on nhumercus cormrittres designed to deal with sproific rrcet
driving srhool industry. Fror 19¢6 through 1982 ke has worve?
closely with the rerters cf tre Naticral Hichwiy Safety Pureaa arn
develioping recormrended standards for driving school presrars.

Mr, Virson attended gul Pcss State Teachery Colleze an Alpire, “ewas,
where he majored 1n efucation. Fe has attended rurercus special
courses relatiny tO the field of traffic safety and 2raver ¢} Biycr.

The problems of the commercial driving schools are quite
numerous and began when the first driving school was founded
in Springfield, Massachusetts in 1909. The major problem as
described by Mrs. Fairbanks, the present owner, was finding
people who needed to learn to drive the automobile.
Basically, the course consisted of nothing more than teach-
ing the students how to start the automobile and providing
them with the necessary knowledge relating to the mairntenance
and upkeep of the vehicle. Needless to say, the driving
school was nothing more than a mere sideline activity for
the owner.

As the years passed, other individuals could see the need
for a service designed to teach people to drive the motor
vehicle which was appearing {in alarming numbers) on the
streets and roads. However, the demand for this service was
not sufficient to justify the service of an individual on a
full time basis. Consequently, schools were run on a very
limited and part-time arrangement. By 1930, there were many
driving schools scattered throughiout the nation, with no
regulations whatsoever controlling their activities. An
individual who was unable to find employment elsewhere could
usually open a driving school with very little investment
and could manage to make a meager living, providinc he was
located in a large city. I: is doubtful that any of the
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pioneers of the driving school industry received any type of
formal training. As a result, each instructor taught what

he considered essential to the students and charged any fee
that seemed appropriate. Most of these courses were designed
to teach the student nothing more than how to pass the
qualifying test to obtain a driver's license.

Following the end of World War II in the mid 40's, there was
a noticeable increase in the number of driving schools in
most states. Once again the school owners were operating
without any laws or regqgulations within their states to con-
trol their activities. The trend continued, as the market
expanded, to teach the students only how to obtain a driver's
license. By the same token, many such schools were ¢« pen on
a part-time basis with the owner devoting most of his time
and energy to some other occupation. Learning better
methods of teaching was of little concern to them. The

most noticeable group appeared to be policemen and school
teachers who taught during their time off from their regular
work. Usually they established office facilities in their
homes which enabled them to open a business with little or
no additional overhead.

By the mid 50's, there were many driving schools in operation
and only a few states had taken the time to enact laws or
regulations controlling driving schools. The driving school
owners were completely disorganized and had few guidelines

to follow or constructive recommendations to offer when
legislative committees we.e meeting for the purpose of
passing bills relating to the schools. On many occasions,
the driving school owners were their own worst enemies during
such discussions and creatcd a very poor image for the
industry.

on or about 1950, a national magazine published a feature
story entitled "The Driving School Racket." This article
described in detail how the driving school uwners conducted
their business in an unscrupulous manner. It listed
numerous examples where widows and other unfortunate people
had paid large sums of money iu an attempt to learn to drive
and h.d received very little iustruction in return. Their
complaints were usually futile inasmuch as there was no
regulation controlling the instructors activities and the
individual had no legitimate means to regain the money spent
on such instruction. The article further stated that school
owners on tre Eastern seaboard were charying fabulous prices
to immigrente and others in order to help them obtain a
state driver's license. It alleged that the school) owners
had engaged in a conspiracy with the driving licenss examin-
ers in which the examiner received a certain fee for passing
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the applicent on a driver license test. In all prokability,
the author of this article had obtained facts tO substantiate
his claims and allegations. Nevertheless, the article left
no doubt in the reader's mind that all driving school owners
were questionable characters. The effects of this article

on the public were felt throughout the nation by all con-
scientious and legitimate driving school cwners.

Another publication released in the 50's was a cheap paper-
back book entitled Sin on Wheels. This booklet was sold
throughout the nation in drug stores and book stands. The
cover showed a driver training car parked in the background
while the instructor was passionately attacking his female
student in a clump of bushes nearby. Of course, the story
was fictional, but the pages were filled with stories relat-
ing to the many love affairs of the driving school instructor.
Furthermore, it stated that the majority of the women coming
to a driving school were lonely and chose this method of
finding male companionship. Articles such as this made a
very noticeable contribution toward creating an extremely
bad image in the public's mind toward driving schools and
driving instructors.

In the mid 40's the high schools throughout the nation were
launching a campaign to include driver education and driver
training as part of their regular curriculum. Most of the
aczomobile manufacturers agreed to provide to the schools,
through the local dealers, free automobiles to use in their
t-aining progrems. In addition to providiny automobiles,
the companies established or expanded safety education and
traffic safety departments within their organizations. The
objective of these programs was to assist states and schools
in the implementation of the driver education program. The
same vehicles used for tae regularly enrolled students were
also available for use in training adults, provided the
schools offered driving education courses to adults. The
schools accepting these vehicles had no problems relating

to maintenance of the vehicle or disposition of it when it
could no longer be used in the program. They merely returned
the vehicle to the dealer and accepted another ne one.

In the past, driving school owners have experienced difficulty
in finding a dealer who was willing to give them a reasonable
price for a car which had bec¢n used for driver training. The
dealers are inclined to place such cars in tne samne category
as used taxicabs. However, they do not seem to considex

cars used in the high school program as being abused ur
mistreated. A good example of this practice is recorded in
the laws relating to Basic Reguirements for Obtaining a
Connecticut Certificate of Title to a Motor Vehicle, State
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of Connecticut - Department of Motor Vehicles, dated
September 29, 1966, Page 3;

10. Driver Education Vehicles:

{a) When a dealer transfers a motor .ehicle to a
Board c¢f Education or other recognized
educational agency and the vehicle is to be
tranaferred back tec the dealer at the com-
pletion of ajdriver education course, no
Certificate of Title need be applied for even
though the vehicle is regist red in the name
of the educational unit.

{b) The Statement of Origin is to be retained by
the dealer and when sold, the vehicle 1s to
ke registered as '"new" with the Manufacturer's
Statement of Origin furnished as proof of
ownership. This is by agreement between the
dealers, State Board of Education, Connecticut
Motor Vehicle Department, the towns and
vartous insurance companies. There 1s no
true transfer of title as 1s required by
Section 14-1689a. (Opinion from Office of
Connecticut Attorney General).

It seems utterly ridiculous that a group of law makers and
safety minded individuals would condone such practices as
described above. The public should not be deceived nor mis-
led regarding the background of an automobile when purchasing
it from a dealer. The general consensus usually is that

an automobile described as being "new" has not been driven
or used prior to the sale or transaction. The mere fact
that the vehicle has been used to train high school driver
education students should be no exception t¢ the rule. This
practice protects the dealer from taking a loss on the
vehicle and is probably designed as a motivating factor to
encourage him to participate in the high school program. I
can nct visualize any dealer giving such consideration to a
driving school owner who was using the vehicle for the same
purposes as the local high school.

Although the dealers are willing to furnish the vehicles for
the school program, few of them are willing to provide the
necessary liability insurance coverage for the protection of
those who might become involved in an accident or mishap.
All driving schools which are controlled by laws and regula-
ticns, are required to maintain liability insurance o¢n the
vehicles for the protection of the public. There seems to
be no established policy within the states regarding even a



minimum amount of liability insurance on higl. school driver
education cars. I call to your attention a form used by one
high school in Texas, which is self-explanatory. The
following gquotation has been taken from the standard
application f£nrm:

The above named school has my full permission to
enroll my (son, daughter, ward) in a course of driver
instruction on the streets and school grounds of this
City, and I hereby wvaive any and all claims against
the High School and the School Instructor
for any injuries to said pupil or any damage to
property which might result from partieipation in

said course, and further, I assume full responsibility
for any and all damage to any person or any property
which results from my said child's negligence while
participating in the said course, and I exzpressly agree

to @old _ High School, 1its successors and
assigns, officers, agents and empioyees, harmless from
all claims for any¥ suech damage. (1)

A good example for the need of liability insurance on a high
school driving training course was an incident which occurred
in Ontario,California, on March €, 1967. Mr. Garland Rogers,
a driver education teacher from Fontana, California, was
killed, and four students were seriously injured as a result
of a traffic accident occurring while Mr. Rogers was teach-
ing the students how to drive. I do not know the status of
the insurance coverage of the vehicle involved. It would be
a pathetic situation indeed for the families of all parcies
involved if this vehicle did not have the necessary insur-
ance coverage.

Any driving school owner cf sound mind would refuse to put a
driver training car on the streets without proper insurance
coverage. The public should demand the same protecticn for
all cars used for such purposes, regardless of the sponsor
of the program. Furthermore, it would appear that such
action would create a very poor attitude in the mind of
student drivers who knowingly are permitted to drive such
uninsured vehicles in states where financial responsibility
is required of other motorists. The cost of the premium of
liability on high school driver training cars would substan-
tially increase the cost of the course. It seems to be the
objective of most high schools to offer these courses at a
very modest figure. Driving schools are usually charged an
exorbitant rate for such protection. It is difficult for
these schools to compete with high school teachers usiny
free cars without any additional expenses. The greatest
problem of the driving school owners are the high school
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teachers "moon lighting" or teaching both teenagers and
adults for a fee which they keep for themselves. Needless
to say, the same cars are used for this purpose.

A report released by the Auto Industries for Highway Safety
(2), reveals that there were 25,719 automobiles used
throughout the nation in the high school driver education
program. Of this amount, 23,339 were provided free by the
local dealers. This fiqure represents 91% of the total
amount of cars in use.. The conclusion reached by anyone who
cares to study this report would make it apparent that the
high school driver education program is totally dependent

on automobile dealers in order to continue the programs. It
would seem logical that the automobile manufacturers, through
their safety organizations, are in a key position to be very
instrumental in establishing policies and procedures to all
such schools who were indebted to them for the free use of
their vehicles.

Driving school owners have never asked nor expected to
receive free automobiles for use in their driver training
programs. It would seem worthy of consideration that the
automobile manufacturers would encourage students to learn
to drive either in a high school driver program or in a
private driving school. 1In all of the advertising and
nromotional material produced by these automobile manufactur-
ers, they repeatedly stress the importance of obtaining
driver education and training through the high school pro-
grams only. The one exception to this rule is the Ford
Motor Company, which for years has printed pamphlets urging
students to learn to drive in the high school program or at
a professional driving school. The driving school industry
is indced grateful to the Ford Motor Company for this con-
sideration. Furthermore, the Ford Motor Company has made
available to the private driving school, all of its film
and material on the same basis as it has been given to the
high school program.

The Traffic Safety Act of 1966 made provisions for the pur-
chase of the necessary equipment to be used in the driver
training programs. It seems odd that more school districts
have not utilized a portion of their allotment for the
purchase of vehicles tc be used in their schceols.

The free advertising, promotion, and support for the high
school programs by the automobile manufacturers have in the
past and will continue in the future to create problems for
the driving school owners.
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In 1966 when Congress was conducting hearings preceding the
passage of the Traffic Safety Act, members of the National
Professional Driver Educaticn Association testified before
the Interstate and Foreign Affairs Committee. During this
testimony, we stressed the importance of strengthening the
driver l.cense tests and making a concentrated effortr to
improve all driver education and driver training programs,
both in the public and in the private driving schoecls. Also,
we stressed the importance of rigid rules and regulations
controlling driving schools. Fortunately, the law makers
incluvded these points in the final bill.

Immediately after the passage of the bill, various groups
engaged in a campaign to reproduce certain portions of the
bill and circulate their version to the various officials in
each state. The National Safety Council produced a rather
lengthy article and labeled it "A Summary of Congressional
Intent.” (3) You will note on page 5 of this article that
all of the lanyuage relating to the commercial driving
schools has been omitted. After reading the article in its
entirety, it is interesting toc note that driving schools do
not appear anywhere. This act could or could not have been
intentional. Nevertheless, we were informed on one occasion
that we were not mentioned or intended to be included, nor
participate in the newly organized Federal program. The
speaker on this occasion was relying on the article published
by the Natiocnral Safety Council as the scurce of his informa-
tion. Such actions as this created additional problems for
the driving school industry.

After the Federal standards had been written, the NHSB
embarked on the task of writing the guideline manual for the
Driver Education Programs. On September 10, 1967, the first
preliminary draft was released to state officials and other
interested groups. On page 16 of this draft, we found the
following statement:

Commercial and private driver training schools shouid
offer driver training to anyone qualified to obtain a
driver'e license who ts not enrolled in Grades 10
through 12 in a public or private secondary school.

This statement caused the driving schools throughout the
nation many problems. Even though it was only a preliminary
draft, nothing further was released by the NHSy tc the state
officials until April 1968. By this time, many states had
used the September draft as a recommendation of the Federal
Guvernment while actempting to comply with the provisions

of the Highway Safety Act.

O
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We held numerous meetings with the proper authorities of the
NHSB and offered recommendations for the revision of the
initial draft. The authorities appeared to be in sympathy
with our cause and assured us it was not their intent to
discriminate agairst the driving school industry. However,
subsequent drafts of the manual continued to be confusing
and always implied or stressed that instructors teaching
teenage drivers should possess a teaching certificate.
Furthermore, they attempted to convince us that this was the
intent of Congress when the Highway Safety Act was written.
Having no other alternative, members of our association
appealed to their Congressmen and Senators, asking for
clarification of this issue. In June, 1968, Dr. William
Haddon was asked to attend a meeting called by the Legal
Counsel of the Public Works Committee, House of Representa-
tives. On June 7, 1968, Dr. Haddon released a notice to

all governors clarifying the issue as to who the commercial
driving schools could teach. The following is a reproduction
of Dr. Haddcn's letter:

[PV, i [ [~ ] L ) ——

1 P— § ——

Following is a restatement of the National Highuway
Safety Bureau's pcesition in regard to training of motor

R

_ vehicle operators by commereial driving schools. It is
i intended to clarify several issues which have been re-
cently ratsed by the National Professtional Driver

Education Asscciation.

i The NHSB hae been assigned the responsibility to carry
out the provisions cf the Highway Safely Aet. Clearly,
the Aet specifies that all facets of State highway
safety programc will be adminictered through the
Covernor's office in each State. In line with this
provision, the adopted standard on driver education
and training leaves the minimum requirements for
licensing of commereial driving schools cnd their
instructore to the State governmmental agency that has
been given such authority by either a legislative or an
appropriate administrative process.

It is recognized that over the past few months several

! versione of a draft manual on driver education and
training have been given limited distribution for com-

ment by States, organizations, and individua’'s. In

such cases it was made cilear that ithe draft did not

’ necessarily imply that the National Highway Safety

Bureau vould publish the final manual in that form.
While several States may have taken action on state-
mente made in a draft manual, such action can only be a
State responsibility. The National Highway Safety
Bureau does not bear responsibility for such decistons
within a particular State or States.
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There appear to be two major issues which concern the
commercial drivin: schools. The first ig related to
standards for licensing of their instructore. As pre-
viously indicated the NHSB has not proposed rigid rules
for the States to follow in regard to eriteria or
qualifications of instructors either in commerecial
driving schools or in the public sentor. The most
recent draft manual on driver education and training
does, however, suggest certain mininum qualifications
for instructors. These are, however, only
recommendations.

The second igsue that concerns the commerecial driving
school industry involves who commercial driving schools
may instruct. The intent of the law, as reflected in
House Report No. 1700, is that opportunities should be
avatlable for youthful and adult drivers to seek driv-
ing instruction at public and/or private facilities.
The NHSB, in Its standard and draft manual on driver
education and training, has not placed a rzstriction on
who commercial driving school instructors may teach.(4)

Oon June 25, 1968, the Committee on Public Works, Housie of
Representatives, released a report together with the minority
views of the Committee. On prge 7 of this report, the
following paragraph appears:

One of the few problems that has developed in some
areas concerns driver education, and that is a rmatter
of misinterpretation. The House committee report on
the Highway Safety Act, made it clear that State-
regulated commercial driver training schools should be
included in the driver education program. Both the
report and the discussion during the debate in the
House, should have made it clear that the licensing of
instructors in commercial driving schools does not
require the same qualifications that the certification
of teachers in the public school system would require.
(5)

These two articles should leave no doubt that it was not the
intent of Congress nor the NHSB to require teaching certifi-
cates for instructors of private driving schools, and in
addition, that state licensed driving instructors should be
qualified to teach anyone eligible to receive a driver's
license.

The standards on driver education explain that driving
instructors should be certified in accordance with specific
criteria adopted by the State. This statement does not
imply or suggest that the requirements be the same as
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instructors in the high school| programs. We hear the
arguments that all programs sljsuld be the same within the
State or we should adopt the fingle standard concept. In
most states this would apply ‘.0 the instructors requirements
only inasmuch as nothing else appears to be the same in the
two programs.

Past experience has proven tliat the certified teacher is not
as desirable in the private 3iriving schools as the teacher
without this certification. We have found that the ccurses
conducted by colleges and uiiversities are not adequate to
prepare teachers to instruct in the professional driving
schools., Consequently, the first thing a driving school
owner must do is train the individual how to teach the
student in the car. It wculd seem logical that the school
owners in each state be a.lowed to train their own instruc-
tors, following a recommended course approved by the
appropriate State agency regulating the driving schools.

The single standard policy would hinder all state programs.
Most states are having «ifficulty finding enough teachers to
teach in the high school programs. Some of them are using
teachers aides who are not college graduates. To require
driving schools in the same states to use oniy certified
teachers in the teenage program would appear utterly ridicu-
lous when the high sch«ols are not requiring this certifica--
tion in their programs This approach in the state programs
will continue to lower the quality of instruction offered in
the driving schools and will continue to create many problems
for the driving school industry, which is forced to comply
with this requirement.

For the past thirty-five years we have been forced tc live
with the thirty hour classroom and the six hour driving
courses for the teenags drivers. Year after year we con-
tinue to force this pathetic course on the young drivers.,
The content of the classroom course of instruction shows
little variation year after year. The six hours of instruc-
tion in the car might or might not have been adequate in
1933. With the many complex prcblems encountered in todayis
traffic the 30 + 6 coirse is not only inadequate, but it is
not appropriate to triin a student properly to be a safe
and careful driver.

Recently, the Insurarce Institute for Highway Safcty
released a pamphlet showing a summary of "Student Participa-
tion in Driver Education”, for the school year 1967-68. (6)
In this summary, it was pointed out that three states were
given the rating of "excellent." This rating was because of
the fact that they had successfully taught more than 90
percent of all eligible high school students the "30 + 6"
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course. These states were Michigan, North Carolina, and
Idaho. Michigan and North Carolina each taught 100 percent
of all eligible students in their state, and Idaho taught
98 percent of all eligible students. It is interesting to
note the traffic fatality records of these states as re-
corded by the National fafety Council in the December issue
of "Traffic Safety." Michigan had a 23 percent increase in
traffic deaths, North Carolina had an 11 percent increase,
and Idaho had an 18 percent increase.

It is interesting to compare these figures with other states
which taught only a small percentage of the eligible students.
Massachusetts taught only 39 percent of their eligible
students through the high school program, Tennessee taught
only 24 percent of all eligible students, and Rhode Island
taught only 3 percent of their eligible students. Again,
comparing this report with the December issue of "Traffic
Safety," we note that Massachusetts experienced a 10 percent
reduction in traffic deaths and Tennessee experienced a 12
percent reduction. Rhode Island, teaching the smallest
amount of eligible students the "30 + 6" course, leads the
nation with a 26 percent reduction in traffic fatalities.

It would appear from these figures that states offering the
least amount of the "30 + 6" courses are making a noticeable
reduction in the traffic fatalities within their states.

This could be nothing more than a coincidence. However, it
is certainly worth some thought and consideration, and
possibly these figures express more vividly than I am capable
of doing, the true value of the "30 + 6" course as it is
being administered at the present time in the high schools
throughout the nation.

If there is any importance in the facts revealed by these
two reports, we are indeed fortunate that only three states
in the nation were good enough to be given the rating of
"excellent"” by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety.

It is a well known fact to the public that six hours of
driving is all that is reguired in the high school programs.
Driving school owners know that you cannot properly train
the average student in this limited time. They are forced
to omit part of the course or skim over all phases lightly,
which usually results in a partially trained driver who is
confused on many points. Students are usually reluct&nt to
pay for more training than the minimum requirement within
the state programm. The act of forcing driving schools to
compete with the high schools who offer these courses creates
many problems for the driving school industry.
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New students enrolling in a course of instruction to learn
tc drive usually have one cbjective in mind. This objective
is to learn nothing more than how to pass the state test i.
order to obtain a driver's license. There seems to exist in
the minds of these individuals a feeling of securitv once
they have learned to drive well enough to obtain a driver's
license.

Driver's license tests do not vary to any noticeable degree
within the various states. The test routes are designed to
keep the applicant away f.rom heavy traffic and off the free-
ways oOr streets where they are forced to drive at a high
rate of speed. The average time of the driver’s license
test is 10 - 15 minutes per applicant. It is most difficult
for a driver's license examiner to make a true evaluation of
the applicant's ability to drive safely on thisg limited
course within this time element.

One of the most freguent questions asked the driving instruc-
tor is: "How much time will it require in order for me to
pass the test for my driver's license?" It is difficult for
the instructor to ridicule or criticize the driver's license
examination since such examinations are conducted by state
employees and have the blessings of the state department
responsible for administering such tests. Mo>st qualified
instructors could teach the average student how to pass the
driving test with 4 - € hours of instruction. Conscientious
school owners are not satisfied with graduating this type of
student from their schools. As a result, the instructor

must explain to the student that the c¢river's license test

1s only a minimum requirement and is not sufficient to
qualify them to drive a motor vehicle under all traffic con-
ditions. Past experience has proven that is is difficult to
convince a student that he neecds additional training once he
has passed the state test and has obtained a driver's license.

Since the passage of the Traffic Safety Act of 1966, inany
states have revised their driver's license program. These
revisions include requiring birth certificates of all appli-
cants, a photograph of the applicant on the license, and a
concentrated program tc deal with the problem drivers. To
my knowledge, none of the states have taken any action to
improve the quality of or to strengthen the examination
given to the applicant when he applies for his original
driver's license. Such inadequate tests will continue to

create additional problems for the driving school owners and
instructors.

What was the intent of Congress when it passed the High.rav

Safety Act of 1966, as it related to the driver educati.n
and training courcses? First, it required a significant
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expansion and improvement of all existing programs. Equally
as important, it required an evaluation of past and present
programs.

Most states have engaged in a campaign to expand the high
schcol driver education program. Little has been done to
improve the type of instruction offered to the students in
these courses. There have been many surveys and studies
made to determine the effectiveness of the driver education
programs, but little action has been taken to change, revise,
or improve them. It wovld appesar that one of the greatest
weaknesses to date has been the lack of action to improve
the status quo after an evaluaticn has be.-n made of the
existing conditions. It seems legical th.t the time has
come for conscientious state officials to take a second look
at their present programs and to make a dedicated effort to
improve the quality of instruction offered rather than to
seek ways and means of expanding their programs and offering
the same obsolete instruction to more and more students who
are receiving less and less from such accelerated courses.

Report No. 1700, from the Public Works Coimittee, House of
Representatives, which accompanied the Highway Safety Act

of 1966, made it clear that driving schools should partici-
pate in the program, and that the public should be given the
option of recei'ing driver education and training in the
private schools as well as the puklic schools. The follow-
ing statement has heen taken from Report No. 17G0, page 9:

In addition to the driver educution course~ given in
publie schools, privately operated commercial driver
training schools exist in moet States and ar . ccntrolled
by regulation in about half of the States. Obviously,
the option for Loth etudants and ucults to obtain

dviver training through private means should be avarl-
able, provided the quality of the wraining is required
to be maintained at a prirscribed ievel.

In this report, Congress attempte” to make it clear that the
public should not be forced to accept only one type of train-
ing program in their respective states. Later, the minority
report of the Public Works Comr ittee stressed the fact that
their intent was not to require the same standards for
instructors in higjh school programs as were required in the
driving school programs. It would appear that it was not
their int-~nt to establish single standirds in all programs.

The most irconic aspect of requiring that all programs be the
same in each state is the inability to evaluate the programs
adequately. 3y having only one proog am and onz set ot

standards, we will never be able to Jetermine the true value
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of the program, since we would have nothing to compare it
with. Tn the past the driving schco!l owners have haa little
opportunity to be instrumental in establishinyg policies in
their states. Most often when a study was made of the
existing programs, it was conducted by staunch supporters of
the high school program. As a result, they were reluctant
to point out or criticize the weaknesses of the programs.

S i [SEEY (v L ] —

Brigadier General Richard E. McLaughlin, Registrar of Motor
Vehicler, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, made the following
statement during a presentation at the International Driving
= School Conference in New York City, November 8, 1968. In
his presentation, General McLaughlin gave his personal
evaluation of the two programs in the state of Massachusetts
based on his past observations and experience while working
closely with both groups:

Massachusetts has a ‘eenage program which really has
its beginning back in the primary grades of our school
system where practically every city and town in the
Commonwealth has « well orgonized sufety education
curriculum administered by a joint school depavtment-
police depavtment teacking team, backed up by periodic
lectures and demonstrations by the speeial safety
educctors of the Massachusetts Registry of Moior
Vehieles. Wiih rcferevce to teenage driver education
and training, Massachusetts follows the dual system of
driver educaticn in local high schools, at local option,
or through pi1ivate or commercinl driving schools char-
.z2red by and superiised by the Registry of Motor
Vehicles -- many of which schools are represented here
in this International Confaerence *today.

It is my considered opinion that the co-called commer-
eial or public driving schools dc a better job, overall,
than do the ordinary rpublic and parochial school pro-
gramg in Massachusetts. For one thing, the Registry
of Motor Vehicles exercises complete jurisdiction and
supervicion over the private schools, Wherea., in the
public and parochial schools, the Motor Vehicle
Derartment's jurisdiction is shared with the State

. Department of Education and in Massachusetts our State
Department of Education is not staffed to handle this
aspect of school curriculum and largely ignores it.
The typical professional driver education school is
conductad by professionals who have quality training
i. and this results, together with the dynamics of free

enterprige and competition, as a primary elements in
their motivation and in their achievement., The typical
high school master has a rather indifferent attitude

[ toward driver educotion. Many -- 1f not mest -- regard
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1t as an unimportant program tacked on to their regular
curriculum and, to a degree, using academic hours which
could be better utilized in the main academic schedule,
as suggested generally by James Conant and Admiral
Rickover. Accordingly, the most talented teachers aie
not assignrd to driver education. On the contrary,
this function is most o,ten assigned to the least
motivated, least gifted teacher on Lhe faculty and is,
in many cases, assigned as an additional respronsibility
to an athletic coach on the faculty.

If the driving teacher <n he high school does not
measure up -- tf he 1s bored, sloppy or indifferent -
the school mast.r is unconcerned since driver education
is after all, a fringe subject and, more than this, the
teacher assigned to it has 'ife tenure in hig position
and cannot be removed save jor the gravest causes in

a process involving almost incredible administrative
roadblocks and difficulties.

Aeeordingly, unless the driver educatior teacher is
utterly impossible, and obnozicus to boot, the chances
are he w+ll vemain there peddling an indifferent brand
of driver education for the rest of his carver. At

810 per working hour he is quite a luxury for the over-
burdened taxpayer.

How different it {s with the professional driving
sernools who must measure up to strict supervistion and

to healthy competition within the field! 7This is where
the dynamins of free enterprise really work to the
advantage of a program and of the student. It is simply
bad business [for you to run a sloppy operation or to to
tolerate incompetent instructors in your operation.(7)

Massachusetts has a unique program for the driving schools
because the school owners train their oun instructecrs. Once
an instructor has been trained and licensed by the state, he
is then qualified to teach anyone eligible to receive a
driver’'s license. It has been estimated that the private
driving schools in Massachusetts save the taxpayers approxi-
mately $3,000,000.00 annually by allewing the public to
receive the driver education courses for their teenagers
through the private driving schools.

It is unfortunate if this presentation appears to criticize
or r' ilicule the high school program and instructors. However,
year after year, the driving school industry is forced to be
the recipient of similar ridicule in states where the
proterly licensed professional instructor is not allowed to
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teacnh teenage drivers without a teaching certificate. This
type of ridicule and insult has been displayed in all the
states which continue to require teaching certificates for
instructors even though they are properly licensed by the
appropriate state agency *to teach driving.

Problems encountered by the driving school industry are
probably no different from probiems encountered by other
businesses who are forced to compete with state and Federal
programs. It is not the objective of the driving school
industry to continue to insult and criticize others. We
are merely fighting for the right to conduct our business
under the free enterprise system and we cannot sit idly by
and see our businesces bankrupt by foolish laws and regula-
tions within the state. I feel that each of you would take
the same stand if your livelihood was in jeopardy and that
you would not remain silent while others engaged in a cam-
paign to destroy or eliminate you fron your chosen profession.
There is no doubt that the high school program within each
state and the concept of the high school courses, policies,
and procedures comprise the number one problem of the
driving school industry. When more States comply with the

intent of Congress, many of these problems will be eliminated.

REFEPENCES
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4. National Highway Safeity Bureau Policy Relating to Consmer-
cial Driving Schools. NISB Notice June 7, 1968. 42.01.

5. Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968. Committee on Public
Works House of Representatives. H.R. 1584.

6. "student Participation in Driver Education, School Year
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SEMINAR LEADER: Leon Brody

RECORDER: Joseph Casey

The members of this seminar respectfully submit that:

1.

O
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Insofar as this symposium is concerned, it would have
been desirable to limit its coverage to consideration
of the four reports on evaluation of driver education
and training prepared for the National Highway Safety
Bureau. Such limitations would have made possible
more two-way communication on the substance of these
reports as well as more deteciled discussions within the
seminar groups. It also would have been helpful to
crystalize the over-all objective of this symposium.
As it is, uncertainty regarding the latter was rather
apparent,

If the previous conclusion is supportable, then it is
the firm feeling of the seminar participants that it
would bhave helped a great deal to have had all four of
the contract reports available in advance. This could
have made possible careful consideration of specific
points in the reports as well as precluding possible
.nisinterpretations.

It follows that suggestions for resolutions of evaluative
problems and for implementation of recommendations would
have been more easy to formulate. This, of course,
includes the possibility of new alternatives being
offered.

Under the circumstances much of the active discussion
that did take place was concerned with the evaluative
needs and programs underway independently in the states,

* communiti2s, and supporting agencies represented by

members of this seminar.

There was a definite indication that the participants
were looking for ideas that they could take home from
this symposium and could utilize in their professional
activities. This desire was not fully met.

It was emphasized in this group that the wvarious reports
represented designs for research and that many of the
questions asked could be answered only after the research
had bezn carried out.

Despite these limitations or difficulties, members of

the seminar suggested evaluative alternatives in
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priority order as requested by the Institute for
Educational Development. We would like to have a
synthesis of the alternatives and priorities offered
py the various seminar groups.

In general, the participants were keenly interested in
the entire problem of evaluation of driver education
and they look forward to obtaining a copy of the four
contract papers.

The group appreciate : the sharing of information but
does not wish to find itself in a position of furnish-
ing implicit or explicit approval of these research
reports and proceedings.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Dale Bussis

RECORDER: James Berry

One problem in evaluation of driver education appears to be
that driver education is being evaluated by the NHSB using
one criterion, whereas driver educators view their teachings
as having much broader objectives. Driver education is
designed to prepare a student for good traffic citizenship
and cuts across all of the other highway standard areas.
Attempts at isolating it are guestionable.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. While the NHSB is developing criteria and acceptable
measurement devices, an immediate step to be considered
is that currently in use by the various regional accredit-
ing agencies and other existing recognized evaluation
methods. Aspects of the program, such as administration,
facilities, and insf:ruction, could receive a nore cbjective
ar.d uniform appraisal. This proposed evaluative tool
should be based on performance objectives accepted and
agreed upon by driver educators.

2, It is the consensus of our group that future rusearch
projects on driver education consider specific driver
education programs and that better attempts be made at
egquating the variables,

3. It is further hoped that these research efforts
consider evaluating programs of recognized high quality
(according to the Evaluative Criteria) rather than with
standards that allow for inferior programs plagued by
low teacher certification requirements, sub-standard
teacher preparation, and inadequate state supervision.

4. The existing guidelines, as recommended by the NEA
publication Teacher Preparation and Certification,
should be used by NHSB in developing the evaluative
tool.

5. Potential funds from DOT should be used in meeting the
priority needs within driver education. Also, these
funds should be viewed as "seed-money," not as a means to
sustain programs.
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SEMINAR LEADEK: Robert Chapman

RECORDER: Rokert Nolan

1. We recognize that driver education which is institutionally
bound and aims to develop entry--level proficiency is n~t
the only influence on driver performance. Commensurate
attent.on must be given to:

police traffic supervision

. better driver licensing

. improving highway engineering

. a better traffic court system, etc.

Q.0 oW

In many instances, driver educators are at the present
time assisting the above-named groups.

2, There needs to be a "built-in" scientific evaluation
program predicated upon what driver education really is
that will provide data for administrative decisions and
program improvement. An example of how this process
might be carried on is:

a. Undertake a sophisticated anaiysis of traffic-
related tasks which almost everyone engages in
at one time or another. This analysis would
include decisions people make when they are
not behind-the-wheel -- decisions (and other
factors) hcasever, that influence driving
performance, such as, the effects of alcohol,
drugs, emotions, fatigue, trip planning, etc.

b. From this analysis, define instructional
objectives in precise hehavioral terms, and
develop instruments to measure whether these
objectives have heen attained.

c. As a result of steps one and two, we iould then
be in a position to demonstrate the concepts
and skille (perceptual skills, as well as motor
skills) which st: dents can acguire through a
formal driver education experience.

The preceding process would provide a basis for decisions
on how much money shkould be invested in driver educa-

tion.
d. In the meantime, efforts should be undertaken
to relate the performance proficiencies which
)
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can be acquired at the completion of a driver
education course to a real-world performance
proficiency, which we suppr-e can only be
measured through accidents, near accidents,

and violations. This step may require the

use of intermediate proficiency criteria. 1If
successful in this venture, then driver educa-
tion can be evaluated in terms of its effective-
ness in the attainment of behaviors which have
been validated against real-world behavior.

We have the following qualification: To us, driver
educaticn should be evaluated only on its power to
influence behavior within a time period of, perhaps,

five years ~- and, we should emphasize, a critical

five years in the career of the young driver. To us,
driver education prepares people to "enter" a lifetime

of driving and to help avoid the hazards, frustrations,
and trial and error that they would experience other-
wise, particularly during the early part of their driving
career.

To accomplish the preceding evaluation process, we neced

the resources of the Federal government and the
competencies of the scientific community.
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SEMINAR LEADER: John Conger

RECORDER: James Aaxon

The process of evaluation in all fields is a cc plex but
necessary activity. Ir the field of driver educat o it
has been recognized for some time that evaluaticwn i Lo
an integral part »f program development! in orde: to «s5s¢3s
the success in obtaining program goals and/or o,.je :tive
Obviously this has hzen carried on with varying ¢ jr.oes of
sophistication.

A number of deterrents to the valid or successful evaluation
of driver =ducation programs exist here in the 196U's. It
must be recognized that tlicse deterrents need to be taken
into consideration if vaiid results are to be the culnina-
tion of any research undertaken. Otherwise findinc¢s are
unrelizole and tend to distort driver education "as it is"
in the eyes of the general public and educators alike.

The deterrents {problems) ailuded tc are many, with the list
below including those that seem to be most germane to the
subject of evaluation in drxiver education.

1. The absence of criterion measures to assess properly
both short- and long-range goals of driver education.
{The State of Washington has a simulator project under-
way in driver licensing that may lend assistance in
this area.)

2. Lack of proper definitions of the driving uvask where
measurable objectives are identified. (The 3tate oi
Illinois Task Analysis Curriculum project should pro-
vide an excellent basis for such definitions.;

3. 2psence of adequate time element to accomplish program
goals. (30 and 6 requirements has become a stone
around the neck of the ecucator.)

4. Classroom and laboratory instruction being fragmented
and not closely integratcd.

5. Inadequate teacher qualification that results in
varieties of instructional patterns and modes. (Part-
time versus full-time teachexs and their relative
rffectiveness.) (Lack of in-service opportunities
-vr teachears.}
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Absence of a conceptual model for teacher education
curricula, which is a prerequisite to good teacher
preparation. (Funding and lack of facilities are
primary problems in the upgrading of this area.)

A lack of knowledge of which driver education program
plans are most productive -- dual control, simulation,
multiple-car -- in order to establish most appropriate
instructional methods.

Additional deterrents or related observations that affect
evaluation in driver education are:

1.

W
.

The need for traffic safety instruction on a K - 12
and adul. basis. (Elementary teachers have no prepara-
tion in traffic safety education.)

The need to improve the entire highway transportation
system. (Streets and hidhways, and other traffic-
related programs.)

The need for the development of traffic citizenry is &
goal for driver education, but is a by-product cf other
activities.

The need for analysis and study of the traffic .ccideat
involvement of males versus females.

The need for a coatinved effort tc determine causes ot
traffic accidents in order to determine proper inputs
for driver edu-tation programs.

The need for study and validation of the role and use
of paraprofessionals in the instructional process.

The need for clarification of the role of simulation
systems in the driver education program. (The princi-
pal value is in development of the decision-making
process and identification of high accident potential
locations.)

Statement: Accident preventicn is a gcal of driver
education.

The National Highway Safety Bureau should be encouraged to
support the l8-semester hour rsequirement for driver educa-
tion as currently recommended in the 4.4.4 manual on Driver
Education. When tlie fi1fth contractor's reporl is available,
the group would bz interested in being informed of the
results.
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SEMINAR CHAIRMAN: Harold J. Holmes

RECORDER: Richard D. Ellis

There is public and professional commitment to driver
education in American schools and colleges. It is not a
question of whether to offer driver education. The ques-
tion is what form or forms should the instruction take in
order to accomplish its objectives more effectively and
efficiently.

1. The researcher, as a theoretician, needs to acquire a
substantive backgiound in high school driver education
and the professional preparation of high school
teachers.

2. Evaluation criteria for determining program effective-
ness and program characteristics are lacking at the
higher eduacation level.

3. High school driver education, as one component part of
the highway safety movement striving toward accomplish-
ment of the ultimate goal of accident reduction, has
heen attempting to extend its objectives beyond this
single goal.

The procgram shoild include, as high priority, experiences
which are most likely to resulit in accomplishing terminal
behavioral and measurable objectives.

Experiences that are less directly related to the accom-
plishment of the imnediate and long-range objectives shoulud
be assigned priority on the basis of their demonstrated
relationship to course objectives.

The magnitude of the traffic accident problem asecessitates
increased efforts to identify and implement prccesses of
integrating or correllating traffic education at all school
levels and through college for purposes of reinforcing

in truction offered in the high school course fo- beginning
drivers.

4, The NHSB Jenerated research finaings in driver educa-
tion and other areas have not been communicated to
the practitioners by the Burean within a reasonable
period of time.

5. Driver education program guidelines and manuals have

not been available to administrators and teachers in
the field on a timely basis.
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6. Some practitioners and schovol administrators seem to
be unaware of the availability and use of enisting
NEA D-6 Evaluative Criteria for use in self-evaluation
of driver education program characteristics.

7. 3ome investigators have pointed up the inadequary of
current information on driver education programs, yet
there does not appear to be an attempt by the research-
ers to specify for teachers the kinds of material
needed for future driver education pr:gram =valuation
studies.

8. Ongoing in-service education of driver education
teachers has not been adequately nrovided in terms of
effective program characteristics.

9. The total implications of the driving task, as related
to the teaching of high school driver education, have
not been outlined for the teachers of the programs.
Once this has been done, the teachers will be in a
better position to:

-Develop a curriculum enbodying the accomplish-
ment of objectives.

-Develop realistic and attainable objectives.

-Offer a comprehensive program of classroom and
laboratory instruction on a concurrent and inte-
grated basis, following sound education practices.

10. The empirical knowledge gained through years of
experience in real-world teaching of high school
driver education has not been communicated effectively
and efficiently to those conducting rezearch in
highway safety related areas.

11. The thoughtful rcal-world practitioner needs to be
involved in the planning, development, and implementa-
tion of action research.

Usually the high school teacher is not proficient in the
design of experiments, nor does he know the limits of
various statistical techniques. A publication should be
developed on how to design and conduct relatively simple
highway safety research studies which could be utilijzed
by high school teachers.

A graduate level course should be designed to alert teachers
of driver education to research methodology applicable to
highway safety research. This course could ke an elective
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in the professional in-service acucation of enrolled graduate
students. )

12. Broader communication is nceded to alert school system
decision-makers to the work being done to identify
ways by which driver education prcgrams can be evaluu-
ted, with a view toward improving program effectiveness.

iy i)  mEm G e

13. The importance of strengthening driver education pro-
grams through improved teacher preparation has been
stressed. At this point, what specifics can be
recommended to cause teacher preparation institutions
and others to achieve this end?

g e
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SEMINAR LEADER: William Lybrand

RECORDER: Patrica Waller

Our group began with the perhaps unwarranted assumption
that driver education is here to stay, and that we should
concern ourselves at this time with what might be done to
inprove its quality. We took the position that initially
it is necessary to specify clearly what aire the goals of
driver education defined in behavioral outcomes. The goals
we delineat2d are as follows:

° A general ultimate instructionul aim of improved
traff.c citizen effectiveness, with emphasis on
improvement of the efficiency of driving as well as a
reduction in the mal-performances, including accidents.

° A terminal objective of making wise traffic citizens
in the context of today's traffic system as indicated
in the performance of driver, pzdestrian, and passen-
ger behavior.

° An enabling objective of making effective use of living
space and urderstanding the role 2nd need of traffic
laws.

1. Fiqgure 1 attempts to diagram the traffic education

program as we would envision it. Samples of driver
education students are represented by S, and S_.

Certain information would be obtained on these stndents
bafore they begin their driver education. This wouli
include a measvre of their traffic knowledge when

they come into the class, perhips * measure of
personality, information concerning sex, socioeconomic
status, IQ, and motivation. ¥Further information would
be obtained concerning the driver educatior teacher,

his methods, and length and kind ." course offered.
These input measures would be obtained primerily for the
purpose of evaluating the subsequent training in light
of the input measures. For example, it may well be that
poys would respond better to a diiferent kind of driver
education program than girls. It could well be that
students from different socioeconomic backgrounds might
benefit from different kinds of programs, e.g., students
from a lower socioeconomic background may have more
resentful attitudes toward authority, and it might be
worthwhile to investigate somewhat different approaches
to such students.
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After going through driver education programs A and B
(and these would be examples of existing programs
chosen because they differ in some major respect), the
samples of students would be evaluated according to
both behind-the-wheel performance tests and written
tests. These evaluations would be considered inter-
mediate criteria but could be used as a basis for a
feedback into the driver education program, that is,
accerding to the evaluation of the intermediate cri-
teria, changes could be made in the driver education
program.

Ultimate criteria would go beyond whether a student
knows how to drive and would be concerned further with
whether he actually utilizes his skills in his real-
world driving. Thus, ultimate criteria would include
his subsequent driving record involving violations in
accidents. However, this traditional information

could be supplemented by information obtained through
guestionnaires. In this way, it would be possible to
determine exposure, including type of exposure, number
of trips and kinds of trips. More complete information
could ke uptained concerning accidents, including kind
of accident and who was found to be at fault. Further-
more, information could be obtained concerning near
misses {(or near hits). Also, it might be valuable to
obtain information concerning the kind of vehicle
operated.

While we feel it is realistic to hold the driver
education training responsible primarily for the im-
mediate outcome measures, that is, the intermediate
criteria, we consider the ultimate criteria important
to measure for purposes of considering new and innova-
tive approaches to the entire problem of driver
education.

In regard to the role of the National Highway Safety
Bureau the seminar group expressed the feeling that
money actually dispersed by NHS3 is virtually incon-
seguential relative to the total funds in the highway
safet: program. The states are more concerned with the
standards being set by NHSB, since these standards will
affect far larger sums. In this regard the fealing was
expressed that the states could use some wise guidance
and help from the experts in NHSB in making decisions
about their programs. It was felt that NHSB has a
responsibility to the state that goes beyond cost-
benefits. While the participaats did not raject the
notion of standards, they did object to an over-
emphasis on disbursement of funds when thare is not an
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disbursed. If driver education is criticized ( and
certainly with validity) because it has not been
demonstrated to be worth its costs, then it is only
fair that such validation should be equally required
in all areas of the highway safety program. The
feeling was expressed that this was not the case at
present.

] adequate validation of the basis on which funds are

4. There was further fceling expressed that there is a
need for greater consistency in the position of NHSB.
If staces are required to act on the basis of guide-
lines established in Washington, then NHSB has a
responsibility to maintain some consistency in its
position so that the state officials are not left with
a feeling of ambiguity and uncertainty in regard to
their own role and responsibility.

In regard to research, it was felt that if driver
education is going to have to compete for funds because
it cannot demonstrate its worth (and this is the posi-
tion expressed by NHSB representatives to the Chicago
meeting) ther perhaps it would be appropriate for NHSB
to provide the funds to do the necessary investigation.
| It was suggested that perhaps low priority operational
¢ areas should be high priority research areas.

. —

5. It was also suggested that research funds thould be
aimed less toward further definition of the problem
and more toward solutions of the problem. Perhaps
enough has been done in regard to defining the problem,
and the time has come to go beyond this initial step
and grapple with solutions.

—

N 3

of the Bureau, nevertheless the seminar group felt

3 l 6. Further, in regard to research, the feeling was ex-

§ pressed that NHSB has nct had an open door policy

{ regarding research proposals. Recognizing the impor-
3 l tance of research that originates within the framework
1

that research ideas should originate from many sources

[ and not be confined to the pre-defined notions of the
Bureau.
7. It was also pointed out that the law ac present says

that every st~ote will have a research program in
driver educatiuon. It was felt that this may not be
the most efficient approach. While some states can
handle such a requirement, others will be hardput to
- meet this demand. Why rot have research coordirated
at a Federal level and have certain kinds of research
done in some states which cculd then provide the

Q
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necessary information to all states?

Feeling was also expressed concerning the stated goal
of NHSB, namely the goal of accident reduction. In
this regard it was felt that this goal must be further
defined in terms of the price that is to be paid. For
example, there is reason to believe that accidents
could be reduced by much more stringent licensina. We
could refuse licenses past the age of 65 or even age
50, and probably succeed in lowering accidents; or,

we could license only the top 40 percent of driver
license applicants. Are we willing to pay so high a
price, or do we want to temper our stated goal of
accident reduction? There is some evidence that
suggests the risk-taking exemplified in some traffic
accidents (certainly not all) may be an expression of
a more basic personality characteristic that has been
found to be associated with creative producticn. In
other words, some of the personality characteristics
that may result at times in accidents on the highways
may be the same personality characteristic that lead
men to undertake other risks such as going to the moon
or pioneering in an area where one's scientific
reputation may be at stake. It may be that to become
a nation of "safety nuts" that no longer have
accidents on the highways, will require a price that
will guarantee the end of progress in other areas.
Just what price are we willing to pay?
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SEMINAR LEADER: Fredrick McGuire

RECORLER: Robert Goff

Because of interest expressed by the group, Dr. McGuire
described his recent research report, "An Experimental
Evaluation of Driver Education" (winner of 1968 Metropolitan
Life Award). He also described how the press reports were
at variance with the actual report.

Of the many areas discussed in the seminar, several points
are summarized below:

1. The four major reports were a source of misunder-
standing. It was strongly felt that copies of
the reports should have been distributed to the
participants prior to the convening of the symposium.

It was felt that the research reports would have been
more valuable if the contractors had not been so
pressured for time. Some of the reports reflected
this time pressure. For example, the content of

the reports did not seem to reflect wide differences
among the various states. A nationwide shortage of
driver education teachers was implied in one report,
yet several states (e.g., Wisconsin and Michigan)
have a surplus of certified driver education teachers
at current certification levels. Apparently, there
is no such thing as a clear-cuc teacher shortage.

Also, many of these studies were mistakenly billed
as "research," when in fact they are merely "search”
or feasibility studies.

2. It was felt by many driver education teachers that
this effort to establish evaluative techniques did
not reflect a close liaison with the practitioners
of driver education. This effort had the flavor of
a newcomer to the field coming in from the outside
and ignoring the two decades of effort on the part
of the practitioner. Srecifically, driver edvcators
have striven toward achieving the goals set forth
in "Policies and Practices for Driver and Traffic
Safety Education," while thzse outside researchers
and their reports have focused on traffic accident
reduction. Traffic citizenship (the Big E) was
accepted unanimously as a goal, a very key goal, of
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driver education. However, divergence of opinion
existed as to the prop2r emphasis, if any, to be
placed on accident prevention as a major goal of
driver education. This divergence of focus tended
to create an undercurrent of discontent, even resent-
ment, throughout the meeting. "This confusion must
be resolved among driver educators, government
officials, researchers, and public support groups.
Perhaps there should be two courses, one in driver
education and one in accident avoidance; or should
there be one comprehensive course? There was strong
feeling that driver education is merely the 10th
grade manifestation of a comprehensive kinder-
garten through 12th grade (K-12) safety and traffic
safety education program. Not everyone accepts

the accident reduction criterion as the major
emphasis in driver education.

Because the National Highway Safety Bureau is

bound by the criterion of death and injury re-
duction, it cannot be expected to relate to all
aspects of driver education. Support should

continue to come from Public Law 89-10, the

National Defense Education Act, and the Department

of Health, Education and Welfare. Increased
leadership should be generated from HEW. Driver
education is interdisciplinary--and interdepartmental.

In spite of its potentially limited relationship
to the field of driver education, the setting of
priorities by NHSB has generated much confusion
and has hurt many state driver education programs.
NHSB should define its role in this field very
soon, anu in such a way as not to damage those
elements it may not choose to support.

Tte problem of communications and public relations
must. be faced realistically and in a positive
manner by driver educators. Our people must learn
the basic principles of public relations and
conduct themselves accordingly during media inter-
views. We should prepare press releases and take
the initiative in public relaiions. We must
consider developing public relations channels
independent of the media. We cannot afford to
permit the fate of driver education to be settled
in the press, as is happening at the present time.

Driver and traffic safety education is interdiscipli-

nary and contains a strong behavioral science emphasis,

a fact not yet recognized by most colleges and uni-
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versities. Many schools and faculties still deny the
interdisciplinary nature and academic qualifications
of traffic safety education. As a consequence,
teacher preparation and research have lagged behind
the need, to the point whare quality teacher prepa-
ration is a most critical element in driver education
today. Teacher preparation for traffic safety educa-
tion should not have less emphasis than a traditional
subject area. It should be recognized as a separate
and equal subject area and instruction should be given
by full-time staff members adequately trained in and
dedicated to this specialty.

Most state reimbursement laws make no financial pro-
visions for teacher preparation or research in traffic
safety. Some state reimbursement laws preclude use of
funds for these purposes. There is a feeling of need
for substantial funding of programs at the college and
university level. Scholarships and fellowships of
sufficient size and quantity, in competition witn the
financial inducements offered by the scientific and
technological disciplines, would permit quality under-
graduate and graduate students to choose “raffic
safety education as a career.

College and university professors of traffic safety
education have produced a few research findings to

date. Most university research on driver and traffic
safety education have come from such allied disciplines
as engineering, psychology, and preventive medicine,

not from driver educators. There is an urgent need to
develop a substantial number and support for driver
educators capable of conducting quality res.arch studies.

There is a need to develop additional regional safety
centers in connection with strategically located colleges
and universities throughout the United States. These
centers should include training for all traffic
specialties (as outlined in the Booz, Allen and Hamilton
report), through credit courses, conferences and short
courses, field services, information and materials
services, and research.

In summary, while seminar members vigorously expressed di-
vergent opinions on many of the above points, they fel: that
there was genuine value in the exchange of opinions that
transpired. 1In fact, this "mix" of participants seemed
unique and should occur more often as a means of preventing
the field of driver education from becoming too parochial.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Gilbert Teal

RECORDER: Richard Tossell

This gioup started out by talking about the purpose of
evaluation. We came to an agreement that 1t was a manage-
ment improvement and progress tool rather than a form of
rating, that those being evaluated must understand and
accept the criterion upon which they are being 2valuated.

We spent an inordinate amount of time attempting to define
the objectives of the conference. In our first attempt at
it, we concluded that we were to give assistance tr the
National Highway Safety Bureau with regard tc the new
national highway safety standards, particularly 4.4.4 in
driver education. Our later evaluation seemed to center
around the fact that we were in the process of self-
evaluation cn the basis of a new set of ground rules being
laid down by the National Highway Safety Bureau.

Relative to the problems of evaluation, we did seem to

agree, at least at this session, that we were not shooting
for zero defects, but rather to improve the "state of the
art". Some of our observations and recommendations follow.

1. Our problems were more societal than strictly
educational.
2. A block to progress and integration seems to lie in

the decisions as tn whether driver education is the
domain of the Office of Education or the Nationai
Highway Safety Bureau. Now 1f the main objectiva of
driver education is education rather than accident
prevention or the saving of lives, then why should
DOT have responsibility for it?

3. We concluded that the real objectives of driver educa-
tion, howevex, have never clearly been defined. I
think this is an imgortant point. If we are going to
proceed anywhere I think we're going to have to
actually start with a clear set of objectives.

4. If driver education is concerned with accident pre-
vention and not injury reduction, then another blockx
to progress is the lag between the need for up-to-date
information for the field, and the lack of such
current information and utilization ¢! advanced teach-

ing methods and technology. Studunt preparation should

include, therefore, new integrations of educational
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techniques and methodology and we should not leave out
such things as learning centers for the community angd
greater use of the family in the educational process
or training process.

5. We also came up with a recommendation that a way should
be found to keep the jrass-root teachers of driver
education inforred about changes in priorities in the
various bureaus. The National Highway Safety Bureau
can be of great value in accomplishing this. Woe feel
that another follow-up symposium should be conducted under
under the auspices of ADTSEA of NEA to update the
policies and practices of driver education teachers.
Perhaps this proposed symposium could ‘nclude adminis-
trative leaders in education, other than driver educa
tors o1 supervisors of drivar education. This would
generate the interchange of information and ideas.

6. We feel standards should be established for a teaching
minor in driver education, and that the gap between
teacher certification requirements and the teaching
minor should be reduced as rapidly as vossible.

7. We have dual standards for high school driveir educatinn
and commercial driving schools and we feel that this
complicates needlessly the evaluation process and,
therefore, there should be a single standard fov
teacher preparation.

8. We feel that evaluative criteria can and should be
constructed for the purposes of evaluating the
processes involved in driver education and not
necessarily be restricted to the end goal of
reducing injury end death.

9. And, lastly, driver education is not a microcosm
separated from the rest of the world. We need to
relate to the big¢ picture of problems facing drivers
and others involved in traffic movement problems such
as, all types nf trailers, pedestrians, bicycles,
motorcycle drivers, et<. In other words we need
comprehensive safevy education for all schools and
all stuc¢ nts of which driver education is but a part.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Harry Harman

RECORDER: Cissie Gieda

Tns reduction of traffic accidents, injuries, and fatalities
has been stated by the National Highway Safety Bureau to be
the over-all goal of the traffic safety program. With this
statement in mind, our seminar group would like to make the
following observations and recommendatinns.

1.

We believe the ultimate goal can be chieved only by

the combined efforts of the specific programs. There-
fore, intermediate goals must be established for each
specific traffic safety program. It then follows that
each specific program needs to be evaluated on the basis
of the intermediate goals rather than the ultizate goal.
This generates the following questions:

A. BAre there highwey transportaticn system goals
that take priority over intermediate goals?

B. What are the intermediate goals that must be
achieved before the ultimate goal can be
achieved?

C. <Can we truly evaluate whether or not any
specific program is achieving the ultimate goal,
or what proportion of the achievement i due
to the specific program?

D. 1Is there a multiplicity of factors involved in
an accident and injury causation which of
necessity demands a balanced approach?

E. Must the various programs compete with each
other rather than supplenent «nd/cr complement
each other?

F. Does any one program have real identifiable pay
off, or is the pay off found in combinations
of programs?

G. What 1s the role of education (rublic, formal,
and informal) in each of the program areas, and
what aspects of this education can be included
in a driver and traffic education program at
the secondary level? What can bz included at
the elementary level?
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The driving task in an ever-changing motoring society
must be analyzed, defined, and redefined. Objectives
of driver education can then be developed from the
task. Thesz objectives can be used in the development
and improvement of the curriculum. Driver education

. hould be geared to¢ the driving task. Evaluation can
procezd with objective behavioral responses of the
«wiving task as the basis for evaluation.

We welcome and need researchers, although caution 1rust

be urged. We resent the public taking as gospel a part
of a report, especially if taken out of context.
Researchers, we ask caution when entering the real world.
It should be, and must be, your responsibility to write
in a language that can be understood by all. Please
avoid vague generalities. The driver education community
must get. to xnow ftrom the research community.

In addition, we would like the researchers to identify
where the best driver education programs can ke found.

Each safety program must be a totAal set. A solution to
this task will be reached only with a total program.

This group believes that the curriculum for driver
education should@ be within tne province of the United
States Departuent of Health, Education and Welfare.

We do not believe that course content is a factor for
the direct concern of the National Highway Safety Bureau.
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SEMINAR LEADER: William Rhodes

RECORDER: Thomas Cheney

Our seminar group submits herewith seven recommendaticns
relative to the effective use of recent research findings
and practices as reported to this symposium on the "state of
the art" in driver education and driver training.

1. We recommend that there he a "multiple-standard-concept”
in driver educatioa and training programs &s it relates
to instructor qualifications and details of the course
of study. However, we believe that all driver educa-
tion and training programrs should have the single goal
of performance proficiercy on the part of tie end
product, that is, the graduate of the driver education
ccurse.

: 2. We recommend that the National Highway Safety Bureau
, proceed with the develorment of an evaluation procedure
: which will adequately neasure driving proficiency es=-

f sential to the real-world traffic demands. We further
! recommend that the commercial driving school industry
unite in and cooperate with the validation process
which necessarily will be involved in the development
of such an evaluation procedure.

! 3. We recommend that research agencies utilize the infor-
mation and resources cf the professional organizations

of he commercial driving school industry in developing
! programs which will produce safe drivers.

4. We recommend that each individual, regardless of age,
should, prior to licensing, receive formal driver
education and/or driver training which meets the
standards set by the National Highway Safety Bureau to
meet performance criteria of real-world traffic situ-
ations and experiences.

i 5. We recommend that commercial driving school instructors
who are properly licensed by the appropriate state
licensing agency shall be considered qualified to

teach anyone eligible to receive a driver's licerse,
and that such instructors need not have a college
degree, provided the following standards of the
National Professional Driver Fducation Association

are met by the employing driving school:

a. Recommended NPDEA Course Content for
Education and Training Program For

14
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Professional Driing Instructors,
which includes the concept of the
Harold Smith System.

b. Recommended NPDEA Standards For
Behind-the-Wheel Training.

c. Recommended NPDEA Driving School Laws.
d. NPDEA Code of Ethics.

We recommend that the offices of the National Highway
Safety Bureau be utilized to effect a meeting of the
leaders of the commercial driving school industry ana
the leaders of the public school driver education com-
munity in order to establish the areas of agreement
and disagreement and in order to combine and apply to
the critical problems of highway safety the strengths
and forces of these two major segtients of the driver
education field.

We recommend the promotion and development of simpla
and inexpensive teaching aids for driver education and
we further recommend consideration of the establish-
ment of a center responsible for the dissemination of
knowledge and information as to the availability of
such teaching aids.

We suggest the development of a statement of objectives
for driver education and training programs, as indi-
cated by the NPDEA Minimum Standards.

We encourage all practitioners in this field to avail
themselves of the forthcoming Federal Manual on Driver
Education and Training. We feel the driving school
industry should strive immediately to implement the
Federal standards recommended.
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SEMINAR LEADER: John Kerrick

RECORDER: Paul Halula

The seminar group agreed with nearly all of the results of
the four research studies conducted, and with the recommenda-
tion that a single set of performance criteria be estab-
lJisked. However, multiple standards are ne-essary in the
various areas of the driver education and training field in
course content ard instructor qualifications. It is unreal-
istic to reguire conformity of education and backyround for
all instructors because of the totally different areas of
training and many diffevent needs of the public in these
areas. Some lkasic areas defined were training of teenagers,
adults, handicapped persons, military personnel, retraining
of licensed drivers, and advanced training such as skid con-
trol and commercial driving {buses and trucks). Seldom, if
ever, will any sample of a population develop the same pro-
ficiency in the same amount of time in psychomotor skills.
Therefore, both the high schools and commercial schools are
needed in the driver education and training field.

Our group made the following recommendations to improve the
driver education and training industry and to reduce traffic
accidents:

1. A mixed symposium of public high school driver edu-
cation teachers, commercial driver training school
owners and instructors and other interested agencies
should be held to agree upon problems and solutions
in this field and to achieve more cooperative relation-
ships. All three groups have much to contribute, and
more harmony is badly needed.

2. Courses should be established throughout the nation
geared to the needs of the commercizl schools.

3. A greater number of perindic checks of driver per-
formance should be established with special emphasis
on emergency procedures.

4, Advanced driving courses in emergency procedures should
be established in commercial schools.

5. A series of short-range studies could be very effective
in developing better driver =ducation and training, and
these studies are needed now.

6. The development of better motorcycle testing and schools
to instruct in motorcycle operation should be encouraged.
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7. Laws goveri.ing the licensing of driving srhools in all
states should be more uniform and more stringent.
States with regulatory legislation have always de-
veloped a better and more stable industry.

8. Commercial driving schcols instructors, properly 1li-
censed by an appropriate state agency, are qualified
and able to teach anyone eligible tu receive a driver's
license. Restrictive legislation in some states not
allowing them to qualify teenagers for licenses is un-
realistic. We do not feel that a ccllege degree is
pecessary in order to teach a person to drive.

9. Successful models for public and private cooperation,
such as those utilized in the state of Ohio and the
Province of Ontario, should be implemented on a wider
scale.

Our seminar group discussed the following additional topics:

1. Courses conducted by Dr. Leon Brody of New York Uni-
versity and the need for similar approaches throughout
the nation.

2. Unrealistic thinking on the part of the association of
high school driver education teachers in attempting
all adult driver training. Because of administrative
difficulties, they cannot meet the needs of students.

All were in agreement that this symposium is a major break-
through in the driver education and training field.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Marland Strasser

RECORDER: Heinz Naumann

1.

The participants of this seminar group wish to commend
the National Highway Safety Bureau for its outstandinz
efforts in the field of traffic safety in the short
period of its existence. We would encourage and recom-
mend that the National Highway Safety Bureau continue
its efforts in research to evaluate and improve the
effectiveness of all traffic safety programs.

We further recommend that the National Highway Safety
Bureau conduct future symposia in a reasonable period
of time that will bring together representatives of the
commercial driving school industry and the public and
private school programs and other appropriate interested
parties for the purpose of improving the "state of the
art". Such conferences are needed now to provide
guidance to all areas of the driver education and
driver training field. As research goes forward, re-
sults will become available which should help all
persons involved.

The task of driving under present real-world con-
ditions is a complex undertaking. The 1949 concept

of driver education courses (30 + 6) appears to be
inadequate with the tremendous increase of high speed
and complex traffic flow. We, therefore, recommend
that more research be initiated to determine the number
of hours of behind-the-wheel training necessary to
develop safe driving skill habits.

Course content should be reviewed by a cormission com-
posed of all segments of those involved in traffic
safety, and a new set of minimum standards developed.

This seminar group, after listening intently to the re-
ports on evaluation or driver training, recommends that
the Bureau proceed immediately with the task analysis
of driving as the first step in the desired scientific
attack on the evaluation problem.

We feel that a single research effort may need to be
reporied or announced by more than one document in
order to reach, in an understandable form, all who
should know about it. Some of these Jdocuments may be:

A. The complete research report. This includes
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project design, instrumentation, data,
analysis, conclusions, and recommendations.
This form is often required to tell the full
story for other researchers and doubters and
to fill contract requirements of the sponsors.

B. A shorter version of #1 above for journal
publication and to fill the needs of most
serious workers.

C. An informative abstract to accompany #] and
#2 above. This is also used in clearinghouse
publications and for storage in electronic
information systems.

D. A press release. This item, prepared jointly
Ly the author and a sympathetic and under-
sta.:ding public information officer, can aid
in avoiding misunderstanding and misquotation.

E. An interpretation of the research results
Jirected toward specific changes in policies,
manuals, and specificatio.s. This document
should be written in the language of the de-
cision-maker rather than the researcher.
Supporting information should be brief with
fuller treatment carried by reference.

5. Motivation was generally conceded to be very important
for good driver performance. Finding that key motiva-
tion is the problem.

‘The various aspects of the total traffic safety movement
should not be in competition with one another. There
is room for all and plenty of work for all to do.

Our group agrees enthusiastically with the hope ex-
precsed that this symposium would be the beginring of
our working together with other elements in the traffic
safety field, such as driver licensing agencies and the
public high school driver education segment.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Fletcher Platt

RECORDER: Dewayne Marshman

1. It is strongly recommend=d that the Department of
Transportation exercise all possible haste in incorpora-
ting the findings of the five research studies into a
finalized program of evaluation. We urge the imple-
mentation of the chosen program as soon as possible.

2. It is also recommended that a "clearinghouse” be
established for translating research into practicality
for all driver training instructors.

A thorough examination and study of current "course content"
should be made, extracting the content needed in the real-

world driving of today, disregarding topics no longer

deemed essential, and emphasizing areas that have become
more important to today's driving. We should strive to
reach a specific level of proficiency and redesign the term
nf the course to mect ttis need. The decay rate of the
present course ray be decreased by a new approach designed
tc s+timulate student interest. We should investigate the
results made by private industry (e.g., Greyhound Bus
Company, United Parcel, commercial driving schools, Bell
Telephone Company) in reducing accidents and violations.
Their types of programs must produce favorable results, or
they would be discarded quickly.

3. Laws governing commercial driving schools should be
standardized, as recommended by NPDEA. Present laws
allow too much variance from state to state.

4, We should have standardization of tne certification of
cormercial driving instructors, as recommnended by
NPDEA.

5. There should be conpulsory driver training fox all

beginning or entrance-ievel drivers. The amount of
training should be determined bv the level of pro-
ficiency desired.

6. we should begin an upgrading and sophisticating ef
driver license testing procedures to insure that the
new drivers are capable of coping with r=zal-world
traffic situatioas.

7. We should strive for compatible standards between
instructor, tester, ard traffic enforcer. These areas
are Loo closely related to remain entirely scparate,
ignoring common problems.
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10.

There should be more effective communication betwezen
commercial driving schools and public school driver
education personnel. Both are working toward the same
goal: safer drivers and a corresponding reduction in
fatalities, accidents, and violations.

There should be a program of periodic retesting of
licensed drivers to determine the possible need for
retraining.

If funds are available for the improvement of driver
training instructors, they should be distributed on a
non-discriminatory basis for the use of both the
public and private driving industries.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Warren Rumsfield

RECORDER: U. Hale Gammill

1.

The value of adapting methods such as those in use for
pilot screening, training, and licensing to our
driving school instruction and preparation was dis-
cussed.

It was agreed that further analysis of teaching
methods used in preparing pilots might also prove
valuable in training driver education teachers.

Some studies indicate that at any age drivers are per-
haps poorer when first beginning to drive. Accumu-
lating experience at any age produces more skill and
makes for a better driving record. Other studies
indicate that impulsiveness, feelings of indifference,
and resentment of authority are contr’'buting causes

to teenagers having collisions. It was pointed out
that a Stanford research study indicates that the
number one safety move to cut down collisions among
young people is to let them mature a little longer
before learning to drive. It was suggested that young
people would be safer if they were at least eighteen
years of age before driving.

Although there are exceptions concerning sixteen year
olds being mature enough to drive safely, it was
unanimously agreed that waiting until e child is at
least eighteen years old might certainly be better,
from a highway safety point of view.

Tests to measure attitudes wvere discussed, as well as
the theory that a few ¢4ys £ intensive indoctrination
of drivers might possib.iy ciange attitudes.

It was suggested that The National Professional Driver
Education Association research chairman study the
feasibility of some of our member schools assisting
with the refinement and field testing of attitude
measuring instruments.

One school owner mentioned thai the Harold Smith System
solved his school's problem of molding -eckless teen
boys into safer drivers. The hazard of their wanting
to speed was neutralized by the superior use of their
eyes in conjur.ction with always having adequate space
cushioning.
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"Should classroom teachers have iastruction in behind-
the-wheel training?" was an important gquestion for
this group. Various examples were ¢iven where public
school and private school classccom driver education
teachers had never taught behind-the-wheel driving.
The group concluded that clessroom teachers should
have a valid driver's license with a good driving
record, and should be experienced in behind-the-wheel
instruction.

Another question raised was: "Wculd the gquality of
our instruction be better if our teachers were certi-
fied college graduates?" Several driving school
owners, who hired high school driver education teachers
part-time and during the summer for behind-the-wheel
training, told of the enthusiasm expressed Ly these
teachers for the methods used by priva*e driving
schools. One high school driver education teacher was
so impressed with what he learned from a profescional
school that he arranged a workshop for his colleagues.
The driver education teachers from the district's
several schools were taught in the classroom and on
the road by a staff from the professional driving
school. The group concluded that at present the best
of professional driver training schools are petter
able to train their own behind-the-wheel instructors
than are colleges or universities.

Cre member of the group stated that there should be a
"single performance standard," but in his opinion there
must also be "multiple types of programs and multiple
teacher gqualificatioas.”

This statement was enthusiastically and unanimously
endorsed by our seminar.

The following question was raised: "What would be
your reaction to the Department of Transportation
financing :raining of your instructors in a junior
college program, with your association developing the
curriculum and furnishing the teachers for the course?”
The probability that this plan would eventually result
in a two-year teacher training program at no cost to
the driving school was discussed.

This plan could probably be sold to the profession if
the instruction was not a preregquisite to hiring and

did not delay putting the driver training teacher to

wcrk.

In Canada, professional driving instructors and high

327

317



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10.

school teachers who wish to be trained as driver edu-
cation specialists are trained by safety councils
with the assistance of commercial driving instructors
and university-level course directors. Also in
Canada, departments of education authorize school
bcards to contract with commercial driving schools to
perform the in-car instruction.

This practice results in professional driving schools
doing most of the behind-the-wheel training, while the
public schools teach most of the classroom phase of
driver education.

It was suggested that in the United States high schools
should teach only the classroom phase of driver edu-
cation, and professional driving schools should teach
only behind-the-wheel training for teenagers.

There was unanimous and wholehearted agreement that
this plan might bring about permaneat "peace" to the
driver education field.

Sl
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SEMINAR LEADER: Thad Rarcgiewicz

RECORDER: Miles Barker

Ou» group discussed many ideas concerning professional
driving schools and gave much thought to the problems in-
volved in attempt.ng to evaluate their training programs.

1.

We feel that we must look for better methods of evalua-
tion for driver training programs. One of the problems
of evaluation is defining the driving task and then
evaluating its effectiveness. A corollary would then
be evaluating the driving school program. The driving
task should be identified and procedures or measures
be devised to measure the tasks and the proficiency

of driving performance. Contrnl states might be used
where professional school teenage student's driving
records would be compared with those of the public
high school driver training students and with those
receiving no training at all. At this time, good
evaluative criteria have not been developed and,
therefore, a finished product won't be produced.
Proklems of obtaining information concerning driving
schools and the driving records of their graduates
were discussed, such as the small percentage of returns
received by the National Highway Safety Bureau on its
questionnaire mailed to the various state Motor
Vehicle Departments. The same problem would occur in
mailiny questionnaires to former students.

Our group delved into many other problems of driver
training besides those concerned with evaluation. The
question of how far to gc in rese=2rch was raised,
Where does it end, and where do the results of its
findings, culminating in an action program, start?

Multiple standards were discussed regarding both the
type and kxind of training for instructors and the
length of both the classroom and the behind-the-wheel
phase of the program as compared to that of the public
high school instructors and the high school programs,
The majority felt that the best instructor training
for the behind-the-wheel phase could be done in the
car, whereas the classroom phase could be done before
the inst 'uctor was hired. It was felt that in this
way, the effectiveness of the instructor training
would be much greater than teacher certification where
most of the training takes place in the classroom.

329

319



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

We commented on the opinion ' at ninety percent of
jgood driving is due to correc. seeing habits, which
revolve around the space cushion method of driving.
However, until licensing standards are upgraded, (and
more stringent standards must be adopted ot the
insistance of the Federal government) it will be
difficult to upgrade training standards.

We raised the guestion regarding the correlation
between the road-test examination grade and the subse-
guent accident-experience ratios. As of now, there is
no evidence to prove what a poor or a good road-test
grade means. (Also, the variance in the difficulty

of the rnad-test would have to be considered).

Caution was expressed in comparing various types of
students of commercial schools to teenagers of public
high schools. For example, can the effectiveness of
the number of hours of training a fifty-year-old widow
be compared to the effectiveness of those hours re-
quired to train an average high school teenager? It
must be recognized that many of our students come to
us after finding themselves incapable of learning from
friends, relatives, public or adult school courses.

The interesting idea was expressed that the teenage

driving problem could be due to early learning processes

and not to youth.
The definition of education was bandied about and it

was generally accepted that it was any learning
experience, anywhere.
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SEMINAR LEADER: H. B. Vinson

RECORDER: George Hensel

Below are the summary statements of various problems
discussed by our seminar group and the proposed solutions
to these problems.

1.

RIC

= ||m Provided by ERIC

Lack of communication between varicus safety groups,
primarily the professional driving schools of America
and the various high school educators. This lack of
communication manifests itself in the two groups pull-
ing diametrically on various problems, a general dis-
trust of the other's motives, and unwillingness to try
to resolve the problems together. The end result is
that elther group's casting doubts about the othex
group's abilities tends to reflect upon the original
group. "If you punch holes in the front of the 'driver
training boat,*' then just as surely as the front end
sinks, so shall the back."”

Our seminar group felt that a committee could be

formed with representatives of each of the major groups
involved in the safety program, such as representatives
from the commercial schools, the high school gruup,
safety council, auto manufacturers, insurance group,
etc. This new group could meet periodically and dis-
cuss the common prowlems and possible solutions.

There would be a better "inter-communication" amongy
various organizations working together in those areas
where possible rather than opposing cach cther.

It was felt that there was not a proper criterion by
which to measure the end results of professional
driving schools. How can you propeily evaluate a
school? 1Is it by number ~f students passing the
driving test, or the "guality" of the student trained
{that is, how much he was taught, etc.)? It was felt
that until a criterion is developed, the schonls and
various othex agencies, such as the Department of
Motor Vehicles, are "working in the dark" in regard to
professional driving schools.

This is a tough problem, but one that should be
resolved. It was proposed that a study group be
formed to ascertain if it would be possible to develop
a sebL uf standards which would be used to evaluate
professional driving schools. It was realized that
the National Professional Driver Education Association
has developed such a set of standards, aud one of the
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research firms has proposed a tentative set of
standards. It was suggested that these two proposed
sets of standards bte used as a base from which to
proceed.

The current high school standard of "30 and 6"-- that
is, 20 hours of classroom and 6 hours of behind-the-
wheel training is a problem because the general public
is not aware that a student cannot be taught in 6 hours
of behind-the-wheel training. Parents are led to
believe that their child has been "taught to completion.

~The problem is further compounded when a professional

driving school tries to give the student 15 or 20 hours
of such training, as recommended by the National
Professional Drivecr Education Association. The p'blic
feels the lessons :re being prolonged.

This symposium shnuld yo on record as strongly
advocating abandc.ivent of the so-called "6 hours of
behind-the-wheel training." A more realistic figure of
of 10, 12, 15, or 20 hours should be set. It was
further realized that all national leading authorities
in the field of driver education-driver training indi-
cecte that 15 or more hours should be recommended.
Japan has a minimuri of 22 hours behind the wheel.
Germany, Sweden, ard England also indicate much higher
hours, and the National Professional Driver Education
Association is on record as advocating at least 15
hours of behind-the-wheel training.

It was strongly felt that the high schocls would have
a much better record for themselves in teaching half
the number of students they are currently instructing
with 12 hours per student, than with the current 6
hrurs. At least those drivers would be better trained
and more capable of taking their rightful place on the
highways of America.

The Department of Motor Vehicles tests throughout the
nation are far too easy. We realize that there is in
many states a budgetary and manpower problem; however,
in practically all cases the state test is a farce.

It is a wonder that the annual mortality rate on the
highways is not much higher than it is. It was strong-
1y felt that the state examiner is in a key position

to prevent incompetents fiom becoming part of our
motoring public.

We strongly advocate that the various state driving
tests become much more stringent. It was pointed out
that in somwe states the test i:« -ompleted in 4§ or 5
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minutes. The time element to conduct a test properly
should be much more realistic, and the charge should
be passed on to the recipient of the test. If this
necessitates doubling or tripling the cost of obtain-
ing a driver's license, it would still be a bargair in
today's society.

c. There seems to be a general lack of agreement on hcw
long it takes to train a person to drive a car properly,
what the public has a right to expect in terms of
number of hours of training in a high school or coram: -
cial driving school course, what yardsticks should be
applied, what items should be covered, how much time
should be spent on these items and, in what sequence
should they be given. It was realized that it may
take many months to become a proficicnt driver, and
yet a cerxrtain standard or skill level should be obtained
before the student is licensed to drive on his own.,

With all the money being spent by the Federal govern-
ment on possible solutions to safety, it was felt that
it would be a worthwhile project to undertake a survey
tc answer the question, "How long does it really take
to learn to drive?" This survey would encompass hich
school driver truining programs, professional driving
school programs, various Departments of Motor Vehicles,
and the more progressive foreign countries, such as
Sweden, England, Germany, etc. TIrom all this informa-
tion we should be able to reach some basic conclusions
on the question.

It was felt by our study gronp that there should be
more symposia of this type for the purpose of dissemi-
nating information and seeking possible solutions to
some of the more outstanding pcoblems. Cur seminar
group wants to go on record as strongly advocating
that this be developed in the very near future.

O
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SEMINAR LEADER: Paul Hill

RECORDER: John Woods

Despite the absence of conclusive statistical evidence to
prove our position, we, as professional driver trainers,
maintain a strong conviction that the fully trained driver
is the best available answer to improved road safety and
accident preventjon.

1.

O
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We believe that statistical evidence to support this
stance will develop as an improved data base develops
and 1esearch continues, and we 2=nthusiastically support
further research and development by private and

public agencies in this area.

We also believe that tne present and future need for
really effective driver training is of such magnitude
that neither the professional nor the secondary school
driver training systems can possibly assume sole
responsibility for the total student load. 1Indeed,
there is every reason to think that the volume of
students will be so great that there will be a serious
shortage of trained personnel in both systems. There-
fore, the question becomes not one of competiti..n
between two systems, but how this demand can be most
effectively managed, with primary emphasis on
measurable results, on measurable improvements in
driver performance. Cooperation and interchange of
ideas between the two systems is imperative.

We urge that all persons and organizations interested
in driver education and training "close the circle" in
a working relationship among the professional and
secondary school driver training systems and other
state and Federal government and non-government organi-
zations interested in driver education and training.

We encourage the development of both "short-range" and
"long-range" research systems and workable plans to
develop and meet higher standards for courses in
driver training and education for the personnel enter-
ing this field.

The professional driving schools would welcome sugges-
tions in the area of improved tcaching techniques and
methods from any source for practical evaluation.
Since NPDEA is now the source of many useful instruc-
tional and evaluative materials, we urge the widest
possible dissemination of these materials. We urge
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also that further research in the area of evaluation

be made at the earliest possible date in the sperific
areas of classroom instruction, simulator uv:.~ - 7 the
behind-the-wheel phase of driver training anc :. . ~rlion.

We recommend that every attempt be made to tailor
instruction to meet the particular individual student's
needs. There is an urgent need for both the professional
and secondary school system to be released from the
archaic and inflexible imprisonment of the now obsolete
single standard 30 + 6 theory. This is necessary to
permit the flexibility required to develop multiple
training standards and to make possible the evaluation

of the practical effectiveness of the new techniques

and time standards.

Since present driver testing procedures are woefully
inadequate, we suggest more rigid testing. This would
force improvement in training and educational techniques.
It is a step which probably could be accomplished very
soon by state highway licensing agencies using their
present authority under existing state legislation.
Therefore, we feel this improvement is deserving of
immediate attention from all levels of governmert:!
safety units as a first priority.
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THE HIGHWAY SYSTEMS RESEARCH CAR

Fletcher N. Platt, Manager
Traffic Safety and Highway Improvement Dept.
Ford Motor Company

Mr. Platt is Manager of Ford Motor Company's Traffic Safety and
Kighway Improvement Department. He jzined thy company in 1850 in
the Ford Divisien Truck Sales Departrent. He soon was promoted ¢
the rarketing staff and later served as a froduct planning assistant
in the executive offjce.

Sefore Joining Ford, he held er2cutive engineering positions with
Rheem Manufacturing Comgany, Malser-Fleetwings Company. and Chance-
vought Aircraft, Inc.

wr, Plate earred : Bachelor of Science degree in aeronautical rngineering
from the University of Michigan {n 19J8. He is a licensed pilot.

An inventcr, Mr. Platt recently designed and dev.loped thre Ford
Sentinel, an experimental driver aid which warns the draver if he
tecomes erratic in hi. driving. FHe is credited with the developrent
of the time-lapse driver education filmstrip series produced by Ford
and used widely throughout the United scates. He has authored papers
on highway systems, driver behavior, and traffic characteristics. He
18 a proporent ¢f the automobile seat belt, advocating its safety
value and usaje as early as 1953. He also nas gained first-hard
xnowledge of fcreign transportstion problems through his Eurcpean
travels.

¥r. Platt is a Director or the Traffic S.iety Association of Detrmt
and a merter of the Board of Directors of the National Safzty Council.
#He alsc ix a m'mber of the Socie.y of Autorotive Erngincers, Irstitute
of Traffic Engineers, American Institute cf Acconautics and
Astronautics, and Human Factors Society.

The Highway Systems Research (HSR) Car, developed by Ford's
Traffic Safety and Highway Improvement Department, on the
outside looks like any other Mercury convertible. But on
the inside it lias an array of electronic equipment, sensors,
counters, and a grld-plated steering wheel that can pick up
the driver's stress and pulse.

Basic ideas for the ISR Car have been under development for ’
more than 12 years. In 1957 Dr. Bruce Greenshields 9f the
University of Michigan developed an instrument called the
Drivometer for measuring traffic flow. The Drivometer went
through several modifications with additional sensors being
added in order to evaluate driver as well as traffic charac-
teristics. Dr. Greeashields' work was sponsored by Ford

Motor Company and Ford Motor Company Fund in addition to a
research grant by the Federal government.

The HSR Car sensors are connected to a 20-channel magnetic © e
tape recorder in the trunk of the car. The recorder is .
programmed so that the tape can be fed directly into a

computer for analysis of important characteristics of the

driver in controlling the car and the motions of the car on

the road. Thus, both physiological characteristics and the e
skill of the driver in various traffic, road, and weather
conditions also are recorded.
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The computer prograam for data reduction provides information
periodically on a time o:r distance basis to fit the experi-
mental design. Data from individual variables can ke sub-
totaled and totaled for each test run by the operator of the
equipment in the car. 1In addition to printing the data, the
program provides for a card deck which ircludes driver and
trip information, subtotals and totals of the individual
variables. In addition, certain derived data, including
miles per hour and standard deviations of selected variables,
are provided.

Since November, 1967, the HSR Car has been used for a number
of research projects across the country. The first production
unit now has been installed into a 1969 model Mercury Marquis
convertible by Chesapeake Systems Corporation, the company

now manufacturing the equipment.

Among organizations participating in the use of the 1967-68
HSR Car have been: Insurance Company of North America,
Pennsylvania Department of Public Instruction, North Carolina
State University, Texas A & M University, University of
California (UCLA), California Department of Motor Vehicles,
Iowa State Uriversity, and University of South Dakcta. The
attached table provides a brief summary of the car's use by
individual organizations.

For 1969, Ford plans to carry out certain in-company studies,
to loar. the car for selected research by doctoial candidates,
and to offer a lease plan for funded projects.

Several states are developing plans to purchase or lease HSR
equipment for driver education and driver licensing research.
Another state is proposing to evaluate the effects of certain
drugs on night vision.

In a recently completed contract for the National Highway
Safety Bureau, headed by the Institute for Educational
Development, the HSR equipment was recommended for evalua-
tion of driver efficiency and va idation of program effective-
ness. Validation of driver characteristics by the HSR
equipment not only will be meaningful in relation to driver
populations, but related variables will also be meaningful in
traffic control and highway design characteristics as well.
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HIGHWAY SYSTEMS RESEARCH CAR
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RECENT STUDIES AND REVIEW

November, 1967 -- January, 1968

Insurance Company of - Acegident Predictability of
North America Drivers
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Development of a systematic
long-range program to dis-
eriminate between good and
high risk drivers. Testing
of company personnel wWith
different driving records.

February, 1968

Department of Public - Demonstration
Instruction
State of Pennsylvania Demonstration and preliminary
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania discussion in the area of
traffic engineering and human
factors.
Department of Civil - Demonstration Tests
Engineering
North Carolina State Traffie flow studies relative
University to various functional clas-
Raleigh, North Carolina sifications of highways

Measure the quality of flow
on urban arterial streets.

March, 1958

Depariment of Fsychology - Fatiguc Run Demonstration
Pennsylvania State Tests
University
University Park Possible use o) vehicle vo
Pennsylvania study the problem of alert-

ness and attention to the
driving task.

Fatigue run from Pemnsylvania
to Dearborn, Miechigan

p———-t
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April, 1968

Highway Transportatiion -
Institute

Texas A & M

College Station, Texas

Department of Psychology -
University of California
Los Angeles, California

Department of Motor Vehicles -~
State of California
Sacramento, California

Doctoral Thesis -~ Freeway
Merging Research for Depart-
ment of I'ransportation’s
Bureau of Public Roads

Investigate the feasibility
of a merging control system
for moving vehicles, to aid
freeway ramp drivers in merg-
ing without requiring them to
stop. Also, test driver
visthility and related driver
comfort.

Comparison with UCLA Simulator,
Dermonstration Tests

Driving ability as affected
by age, test learners for
ceomparative driving behavior,
diseriminate accident-free
and high-acceident drivers.

Driver Tests of High-Risk

Subjects

A pilot program for use in
area of driver licensing,
reexamination, training.

May, 1968

Jepartment of Eduzation -
Iowa State University
Ames, Iowa

Department of Psychology -

Iowa State University
Ames, Iova

O
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Doctoral Thesis -- Warm-Up
Changes in Drivers

To gather information about
the physiological changes
that take place in a driver
during the first half hour
of driving.

Master's Thesis -- Driver
Subtask Stress

Use adaptive auditory stressor
with drivers in the HSE Car.
Correlatz physical and physio-
logical response measures as
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function of stress level and
compare with similar laboratory

tests.
June, 1968
Human Factors Laboratory - Doctoral Thesis -- Rural
Psychology Department Driving Patterns and Simulator
University of South Dakota Compariscon

I--vestigation of the relation-
ship between simulator based
measurement of driver perform-
arce and on-the-road perform-
ance.

July, 1968

School of Medical Hygiene - Demonstrations

University of Minnesota

Minneapolis, Minnesota Demonstrations before Burcau
of Public Roads, university,
state and local officials.
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AN APPROACH TO DRIVER TRAINING

Harold L. Smith
Founder
Driver Improvement Institute, Inc.

Mr. Smith {« a veteran driving instructor, and fouader zf the Harald
sr_nnh Driver Improvement Insti%ute, Inc., !n» San Diego, California.
ng ba:tgrond includes training and consultation for professicnat
drivers employed by auch giant companies as Focrd Mcesr Compary, Unitec
Parcel Service, &verican Gas kssccistion, Pell Telephone Companies,
and many other of the nation's majar vehicle fleer operatirs.

#arcld Smith began his career in the driver behavicr field in 1646,
At that time, he orenad ore Of Detzolt's first driving schools. #e
scon realizet that the conveitional means of instruction tausht the
prespgctlve driver only the rules cf the road and the rechanics of
starting, stopplag, and stesring. The majority of drivers Jdid not
learn the Xind of habits that lsad to years of accident-free <driving-
In 1948, Smith reascned that the eye and the rind are the instrurerts
which turn driving experiences into positive hehavior patterns, with
the accuracy of this reasoning well estahlished, he deve loped the
fxve basic steps to improve driver seeing habits. To test Fis syste™,
we worked for several years as a driver training consr'tanrt in
varicus trucking companies--training truck drivers cn the job, cre
at 2 time, in their rCespective assigned vehicles. The resuits vere
80 dramatic that the Ford Motor Company, through its Heavy Truck
Oepartrent, retained Smith to train reachery of his syster, lernce,
he worksd with safety directors, safetry supervisors, and driver
trairers representing borh common ang private carriers in the tracs-
portation industry. throughout the country.

The Smith System can be described as "the ultimate in de-
fensive driving"; yet it is the most positive approach to
protecting the driver from the irregular and inconsistent
actions of other motorists. Rather than count on an
indefinite series of reactions to the unanticipated move-
ments of others, the Smith System provides the student with
a practical working formula to follow, a positive plan for
his driving pattern.

When one doesn't provide proper spacing between his car and
the one directly in front, he loses the ability to see all
that's up ahead. And up ahead is where he's going. Hope-
fully, it will not be into an unknown danger situation
because the situation is not seen. The driver who rides
the vehicle in front too closely is sitting there looking
at a big moving billkoard with a couple of brake lights
that occasionally light up -- and that's the only hint he
gets of any changes up front. Such ¢ dJdriver's eyes are
leading his car by only one sec~nd -- less than three car
lengths at a mere 30 miles per !iour. This driver lives in
a world of surprises -- of the unpleasant variety --
especially when you consider that the average person has a
rea~tion time that takes 3/4 of the time in which he can
take corrective action!
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Space and visibility are the keys to no-accident driving as
I teach it. Space and visibility are not a system of car
zontrol as such, but guide the student techniques in driving
which grovide the closest thing to an accident-free driving
guarantee that he will find. The driver who doesn't let
himself see where he's going or provide an "out" for his
vehicle in verms of space to go when the going gets rough

is making himself look bad, feel bad, and is gambling his
and others' lives and property for absolutely no reason.

My five rules for safe driving are as follows:

Rule One: Aim high in steering. The first consideration in
Space Cushion driving is to find a safe initial path for the
vehicle -- a place to put the vehicle and keep it moving in
a safe steering path. When driving a motor vehicle at 25

to 30 mph., the driver must have a steering path picked out
several hundred feet ahead. You can't throw a ball at a
given target or ride a bicycle and k=ep your balance unless
you are looking at the place where you want the ball or
bicycle to go. That's how it is with steering a motor
vehicle, too. Give a frequent, quick glance well ahead at
the center of your individual driving path.

Rule Two: Get the big picture. Few persons realize that

we see clearly and distinctly only through a small cone of
central eyesight. When you look 100 feet ahead, all you

can see with this central eyesight at any given moment is

an area 5 feet in diameter. At 1000 feet, this area is only
52 feet wide. There are three parts to the "big picture."

It is sidewalk to sidewalk wide and extends from your front
bumper to a full city block ahead on the street at city
driving speed. It contains both ground (things that won't
move) and objects {people, signals). In viewing the "big
picture, " watch the objects up to one block ahead that will
affect you or be affected by you. To get the "big picture,"
first eliminate physical barriers that would prevent you

from seeing a full block down the roadway (buses, etc.).

Then establish a minimum of six car-lengths following distance
out front.

Rule Three: Keep your eyes moving. It is unnatural for
our eyes to stop moving, and yet the most natural things in
the world to a driver sitting at a red light is to stare at
it. Since staring and fixation of the eyes is an unnatural
condition, it certainly hampers one's ability to see outside
the three degree cone fixed on the traffic light. Always
look right and left before starting up at intersections.
And, while you're moving your eyes over the scene in front
of you, don‘t neglect your rear-view mirror. It should be
checked every five to eight seconds.
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Rule Four: Leave yourself an "out." Don't ever let your
wheels get ahead of your eyes. Too few drivers recognize
that speed can be too fast for conditions on a clear and
bright day in light traffic.

Rule Five: Make sure they see you. The horn, the lights,
and eye contact are your communication tools with other
drivers and pedestrians. Use these tools positively in a
controlled approach -- not a last-minute panic -- so that
the other fellow knows you are there and has a good idea of
your intentions. When you see a person who is threatening
to enter your path and you must depend on that person to
stay put until you have safely passed that point, tap your
horn in a friendly manner, and cdo it early enough so that
you will get an eye contact from the person with whom you
are communicating. The proper use of the horn seems to be
a lost art. The horn is used too little to express a
friendly message, too often to express wild alarm or to
deliver an angry blast. Communication to those in back of
you can take the form of hand signals, soft brake taps to
warn of slowing, and the turn indicators that are virtuvally
standard equipment on cars today.

The proven rules of the Smith System will help the student
only if he remembers them and applies them. He should

read and reread them until they are firmly imprinted in his
mind.
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CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION IN A MOBILE VEHICLE IN TRAFFIC

Alfred C. Finch, Manager
Motor Transportation Department
National Safety Council

Mr. Finch is Marager, Mcror Transportation Departmernt, tatirpal

safety Couficil, where he ts responsible for the operation af the
Counc1i's Bervices to motor fleets rhroughout the United States and
Canada. Ye supervises staff work for the Motar Transportatinn
Conference and its three sections comprising cormercial vehicle,
transit and school transportation operations.

Mr. Finch joined the National Sefety Council in 1947 and *“as
instituted a variety of program services including supervising the
creation of the Mcter Fleet Safety Manual, the first text of its kind
in the fleet field. FHe desigred a computer Program Xo process the
quarter miliion Safe Driver Awards issued each year to the cne-half
m1)icn drivers enrolled in the Council's fleet prograr.

Ke {3 » graduste c¢f Northwestern University and was Assistant
Superintendent of Safety for United Adrlires tefcre joining the
Xarional Safety Council.

He designed and supervised the syster tO use closed circuit television
in a vehicle in traffic to yecord actics and driver reaction. Through
Nis efforts, & dorpant system of judging follewing distance, called
*Timed Interval .” was popularized and {s fast becorinz a standard
rethod of meas.ring following distance.

Tha Council®s popular defensive driving Course was created in his
departpent, and he supervised tre pilot testing of tre proarar as

it wag introduced to the motcring puhlic. The coursc is an adaptaticn
of the concept of training developed bty the Naticral rafety Cournvil

to make expert crivers out of professional fleer drivers.

Tie television program we are about to see is a video-tape
replay of a closed circuit television test program conducted
in 1968 by the National Safety Council to study the feasi-
bility of CCTV in a motor vehicle in traffic.

The test program, the first of what we hope will be a fore-
runner of future in-depth studies, was a low budget pilot
investigation.

Although inexpensive by comparison to some studies that

have been made, we were able to carry out the basic work and
to arrive at some definite conclusions concerning the
properties and benefits of video recording and its instant
piayback features.

Initial funds for the project were donated by members of the
National Professional Driver Education Association. To each
of the dollars totalling $3500.00 that were contributed, the
National Safety Council added, on a matching basis, twe for
one out of our operating funds.

In addition, the Dodge Division of the Chrysler Corporation

provided a van-type vehicle for the test, and Sony and Pana-
sonic loaned equipment for the tests.
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The feasibility study was conceived in order to assist the
work of the Motor Transportation Department of the National
Safety Council, responsible for training aids and improve-
ment programs to aid the driving task for professional
drivers. Technical assistance was contracted for at the
University of Wisconsin, with Frazier Damron, Director of
Research and Driver Education, and Lynn Yeazel, Director of
Instructional Television, as co-investigators earmarked

to carry out the program. The system was designed jointly
by the staffs of the Motor Transportation and Research
Departments of the National Safety Council and the cc-
investigators.,

The purpose of the study was to see if closed circuit tele-
vision could accurately mirror the driving fask and effec-
tively record traffic actions and driver reactions. Through

the facility of instant replay, it was possible to test these
factors.

We know that people develop driving habits that are deep-
seated, and, often, unless they can see these driving errors,
it is hard for them to realize the need for improvement. A
study conducted in early 1960 by Dr. James Malfetti, of
Columbia University, helped us to establish the fact that a
driver, even though he knows he's being tested, cannot con-
ceal bad driving habits for long. If these bad habits are
televised, we can obtain a permanent record.

Specific objectives listed in the feasibility study were as

follows:
1. Does a video tape recroding system (VTR) accurately
depict the real traffic scere and driver responses?
Can the camera see enough of the traffic picture
to be useful?
2, Is video tape recording "hardware" mechanically

and electronically reliable whenr used in a motor
vehicle in traffic and when operated on power
provided by the vehicle?

3. How does a basic video tape system compare with
a conplex system?

Again, the two gquestions asked were:

A. Reliability of monitoring and,
B. Mechanical and electronic reliability

A basic system cons.sted of one camera, one recorder, and a
monitor for replay.
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A complex system consisted of two or more cameras and the
electronic gear to show two or more cameras on a single
monitor.

The complex system selected consisted of two phases. In
Phase 1, two cameras were superimposed on a single screen,
and in Phase 2, the screen was split to allow one camera to
occupy 70 percent of the screen for traffic and the other
camera te occupy the balance of the screen to record
electrically jinstrumented driver reaction. Sony and Pana-
sonic cameras, monitors, video tape recorders, etc. were
used tor the basic and complex systems.

The television systems chosen required the least power
consistent with stable picture replay.

In comparison with more expensive and complex television
systems, picture quality was acceptable.

During the test, both cameras were mounted in a fixed position,
and the traffic camera picked up an arc extending 45 degrees
far out in front of the vehicle. The camera was set as close
as possible to the eye level of the driver and with a zoom

lens we were able to adjust the picture to relate s close

as possible to the image reccived by the eye of the driver.

For the most part, tests were conducted in fair weather. How-
ever, some of the tests were conducted with overcast skies and
during rainy weather. Usable nictures were obtained under

all types of weather conditions encountered.

The automatic featurec of camera and recording decks gave
consistent results regardless of the direction of thc
vehicle in traffic. The test course provided an opport.ur ity
to head the vehicle in all four directions of the compass.

For purposes of this test, a single driver drove the test
course which consisted of approximately 30 minutes of all
forms of traffic conditions in the city of Madison, Wisconsin.
The route was selected to include as many types of traffic
situations as possible, such as streets in the central city
business section, residential neighborhoods, school streets,
boulevards, expressways, suburban and rural streets, and
highways.

Twenty errors were purposely performed in each test run
completed. Thirtean runs were man-made on the superimposed
pictuvre complex; eight test runs were made on the split
ccreen complex. The driver attempted as nearly as possible,
with regard for the safety of the vehicle and others, to
perform the driving errors at the same location in traffic
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for each test run. Density of traffic and problems encountered
at the specific time of the error caused some slight varia-
tions in the timing and the place that the event occurred.

Driving errors were selected to give us as representative a
sampling as poscible, with some mistakes subtle and some
obvious. Of course, since this was filmed live in traffic,
each test run was subject co conditions that existed at

the time of the run. Som? unintentional errors occurred
during the test run, but as a rule these were kept to a
minimum.

The feedback we wishzd to obtain from the test consisted of
several types of viewing by various types of people. We

chose students at the University, driver education instructors
at the University for svmmer seminarc, ccmmercial driving
school trainers, and fleet safety supervisors. We assumed

at the start of the tasts that there would be some

differences in judgmental ability of the persons chosen to
provide feedback of the system. This was obvious as the

tests were conducted, and statistical means were used to
establish controls that would minimize the efifects of personal
judgment differences.

For every test run nade, one or more in-vehicle observers
were asked to identify driving errors as they occurred.
This group was alsc given a chance to review within twenty-
four hours a test tape on a TV studio monitor. They again
were asked to record driving errors seen onr the television
monitor. Another group was asked to give us feedback by
viewing the television monitor in the studic only. Both
groups were given an opportunity to react also to a delayed
viewing of the televised tape replay.

Although a much .nore detailed report of the statistics in-
volved in the feasibility study will appear in tlre National
Safety Council's Research Journal,, and there has been an
introductory story in the Council's Traffic Safety magazine,
we will briefly describe the comparative results of the tests.

We chose a 75 percent error recognition factor as a possible
cut-off point to evaluate feasibility. It was encouraginga
to note that the data revealed, in all instances, a 75 per-
cent factor ¢or more on an average as a recognition level.

In Phase 1, the control group recognized 9é percent of the
errors they idantified live versus those they identified
during the initial video tape viewing. The Phase 2 control
group scored even bhetter.

Since the control group in both phases represented the real-
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these mean scores. Standard deviation for Phase 1 from the
mean did not exceed 3.67 and had a 2.61 average. The live
mean averaged 15.9 out of 20 errors. The replay averaged
15.2 errors. Standard deviation for Phase 2 did not exceed
3.27 and averaged 2.34. The live mean in Phase 2 averaged
11.8 out of 20 errors. The replay averaged 16.2 errors.

I life or ideal observation, all other scoraes were compared with

The conclusions we have reached in a report being prepared
on the feasibility study are as follows
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A basic video system reproduces the real traffic
scene with sufficient accuracy to obtain at least
a 75 percent recognition of driving errors.

A complex system with screen splitting capability
reproduces the real traffic scene to obtain 82
percent recognition of driving errors, which is
better than the basic system of 75 percent.

The TV only cbservers from Phase 1 who were given
equal observational experience to the delayed TV
group by a second TV exposure scored higher (81 per-
cent) than the delayed TV group (77.4 percent) with
live in-van experience.

The TV only observers for Phase 2, when given

equal observational experience to delayed TV group
by second exposure, scored the same or 96.4 percant
as delayed television group with in-van experience.

Observational experiences, related to the recog-
nition of driving errors, can ke elicited best from
live in-van experience when followed by immediate
television playback.

Present "state of the art" systems conforming to
the specifications of the study are mechanically
and electronically reliable co the extent that
it is most practical to use them in mobile
vehicular activities.

The tfeasibility study should be followed by in-depth studies
using guest drivers so that application of the principles
discovered in the study can be applied and measured.
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STATE TE&STS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS FOR
COMMERCTIAL SCHOOLS AND TNSTRUCTORS

This phase of the program provided an opportunity for an
informal report and discussion of the variations in state
regulations regarding the licensing of commercial driving
sehools. Three panel merbers representing different parts
of the country first presented an overall view of the
regulations in their particular states, and then answered
questions from the audience.

JOHN S. WOODS--MASSACHUSETTS
President, Professional Driver Education Association
of Massachusetts

Mr. woods was educated in the Quincy, Massachusetts, schonl system,
He served in the United States Navy for three years during World

war I1. After his Jischarge, Mr. Woods entered the driver educatioa
business a3 a pare-tire driver education teacher, and s.hsequertly

an a ful'-time instruct>r for about ten years.

In 1959, John Woods and his brother, wWilliam, formed their own driving
schocl, Woods' Scuth Shore Auto school, Inc., In Braintree,
Massachusettd. puring the fast ten yeara, they have expanded to four
locations, which includes offices and classrooms. The school has if
automodilez for driver education purpcses, and employs 20 perple.

Mr. Woods is a member Of the Braintree Rotary, President 0f the
Braintree Busineas & Professionil Association, President of the
Profesaional Driver Education Associstion of Massachusetts, and
server or the Bon~d ©f Directors ©f the National Frofessianal priver
Education Association. Prior ro servind as the Premjdent of the
Etate Association, Mr. Woods wam its Vice Fremident for two terms.

He has been an advisor on state leginlation with regerd to traff.c
nafety for many yearh.

Massachusetts first began licensing commercial schools in
1953, at which time a separate department within the Registry
of Motor Vehicles was established for their control. Aall
schools were required to keep a single entry ledger of names
and addresses and a lesson record card on each pupil receiving
instruction from the school.

In 1957, the Registry granted the right to the commercial
schools to participate in the 30 and 6é driver education
program with the same benefits in insurance deductions that
were being received from the course given in the secondary
schools. The Departiment of Public Safety required that
each commercial school classroom comply with all safety
standards required of any school classroom (fireproofing,
lighting, etc.).
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Until two years ago, a high school could issue & certifica:e
on its own letterhead. Now, high school certificates of
course ccmpletion must be issued by the Registry. These
certificates allow the students to get their licenses at

16 1/2 years of age instead of 17, and give them ar insurance
discount until age 25.

Th's year we are recommending to the state changes in conduct
anda the regulation of commercial schools. One such recommen-
dation will be a change in program requirements. We are
asking for a program requiring 30 classroom hours and 8 hours
of behind-the-wheel instruction -- a two hour increase in
on~the-road instruction. Some other improvements we hope

to implement include a definition of a driving school that
classifies the school as to the types of services it offers
(e.g., a full program or only behind-the-wheel instruction).
We also want to define the term "driving instructor"” to show
whether he is a classroom or a behind-the-wheel instructor.
At the present time, the behind-the-wheel instructor is re-
guired to complete a state-approved 45-hour course in driver
education, and an additicnal advanced course of 45 hours is
regquired to teach in the classroom. We have recommended that
the classroom instructor be required to have a minimum of 60
college semester hours along with the above courses.

This past year, 66,000 teenagers received their certificates,
and approximately 50,000 of these were received from
commercial schools receiving no subsidization.
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THAD RAROGIEWICZ--0HIO
Midwest Regional Director, NPDEA

¥- ParoJiewicz is presen:ly the owner and sresident, respectively,

af two professional driving schools: the A-Easy Method-Naticornal
Driving School located in Canton, Ghio, which has teen in busiress since
November, 1354, and the A-academy Driving School, Tnc., lowdted in
Akron, Ohio, which has been in businers since October, 1964.

Driver edu-ation courses at thr unjversity of Houston, the University
of Texns, and at Chio University have been completed by Mr. Parcgiewicz,
«#ho hay slsc graduated fiom the 40 hour Smith System teacher training
course given by Harold L. Zmith. In his own communities he %has given
voluntarily of his time tcr defersive driving clinics, driver
improvement lectures, and other traffic safery projects,

Mr. Raroglewicr was the charter Secretary of the National Professicnal
Driver Education Asmcciation se 'ing {n this capacity for four years,
and he was al#o the charter President of the Ohic Professional Triver
Fducation Association serving for a period .f three years. Fe is
presently the Midwest Regional Director of the NPDEA, and the vice
President of OPDEA. He is one of four persons on the Korth Anerican
continent to hold a slace on the NPDEA Nati{onal Commission on Driving
School Management ax well as being one of four members to hold a
litet{me seat on the NPOEA Board of Directors, Serving on the KIDEA
Curriculum Policy Comrittee, he helped develop the Kew Driver‘s Guide
and the NPDEA Recomnended Course Content Standards.

Sume of his professional affiliations include keing a pember of many
years standing of the American Driver & Treffic Safety Association, the
Chio Driver & Safety Fducation Assoclation, the Council for Basic
Education, and thr National Safety Council.

The Ohio licensing law, rules, and regulations went into
effect on Janvary 1, 1958. The commercial schools were placed
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Highway Safety

and under the supervision of the State Highway Patrol. When
the rules and regqulations first went into effect, the com-
mercial school owners were alarmed because of fear of police
supervision and because no one had attempted to explain the
need for such regulation. However, within 18 months the
school owners were calling for stiffer regqulations.

Three types of schools were set up under the licensing law.
Type "A" schools could teach behind-the-wheel and in the
classroom; type "B" could teach behind-the-wheel; and typc
"C" could teach only in tiie classroom. The law calls for

the owner or manager of a commercial school to have rcompleted
a college safety course, and all instructors in our schools
rust have 40 hours of in-service training befcre they may
apply for an instructor's license.

In January of 1967, we finally were able to get a revision

in our rules and requlations. The c¢riginal "aA, P, C" school
concept was eliminated. We now have "aA," "B," "c¢," and "D"
classifications, but on a different rating scale. Today,

the class "A" school must give both behind-the-wheel and
classroom instruction, the class "B" school gives motorcycle
training only, the class "C" school gives truck driver train-
ing only, and the class "D" school is a truck driver training
school whose home office i located outside of Ohio. Our
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time standard was changed to require eight hours of in-car
and eight hours of classroom work. All class "A" schools

must comply.

On July 1, 1969, another change will go into effect. A
mandatory "under 18" law will require each youth to finish

a state-approved course in order to get his driver's license.
The approved commercial driving school course will consist

of eight hours of in-car plus 10 hours of classroom work.

The high school course will consist of 36 hours of class

work, 18 hours of observation time in the car, and six

hours of driving time.

We have a program in Ohio whereby public schools can contract
with commercial schools to do the behind-tiue-wheel work,
provided that credit isn't given toward graduation. When

a conmercial school contracts for this work, it must comply
with the course content standard of the high school.

The biggest problem of the driving school industry in Ohio

is a lack of enforcement of the present laws, which is due
to inadequate manpower in our State Highway Patrol.
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RICHARD DOOTSON--CALIFORNIA o _ _
Past Chairman, Driving School Association of California,

Los Angeles Chapter

Mr. Dootsor. graduated from the University of Washinaton mijcring

1n economics and business. He also studied at George Washinaton
University, Washington D.C., and at the University of Sonthern
California, Los Angeles.

While artending the University of wWashington., he tauaht driver train-
ing at the Seattle Driving Schocl and while atterding the Uriversity
of Southern California, taught driver trainimg far the White Drivinn
School in Long Beach, California. After finishing schonl “e
purchased the White Driving School in Long Beach and estatlished the
Wright Driving Schools in Santa Apra, Riverside, fomora, and
wWhittier, California.

In 1964 all offices were combined under one name, "Dentson Driving
Schools™ and outlying offices were franchised. The chain presently
consists of ten offices, seven franchisecd and three run by the home
cffice in Temple City, California. The Dootson chain 'oas toen eraaged
for driver education and driver training by the Brown Military
Acadery, Talifornia State Vocational Rehabilitation Center, and six
other private and parochial secondary schools.

Mr. Dootson is Fast Chapter Chairman of the Los Anceles Chrapter

of thre Driving School Association of California and s prescntly
chajrran of the textbook committee for the Natinnal Prefessicral
Driving School Association.

I would like to give you a brief view of some of our laws
and regulations by acguainting you with the process one must
go through in order to open a driving school in California.
The location of the schcol must be commercially zoned and
approved. The Department of Motor Vehicles must do a com-
plete character check, a driving record check, and a
criminal record check. An applicant must have a certificate
of insurability, an eye e¢xamination, a comprehensive exami-
nation on the complete vehicle code, and an inspection of
facilities and vehicles must be made, checking for things
such as dual control, adjustable seats, lights, etc. The
owner of a school must keep a complete record of every hour
of instruction, showing the date, the type of instruction,
and the amount of time devoted to each type of instruction.
In addition, one applying for a schcol owner's license must
have taught in California for a total of 1000 hours. There
is no reciprocity in the 1000 hours stipulation for those
who have taught in other states, unless *he individual has
a teaching c=rtificate. Only on this condition will the
requirement be waived.

I feel that these strict rules and regulations are needed

in order to select as school owners only those men who want
to devote a lifetime to the profession. We are working
toward even stricter standards, such as requiring 2000 hours
of instructicn rather than 1000, and requiring a security
bond of an owner before he can open a school. We also would
like to incorporate stricter instructor requirements into

our laws.

356

244



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A PUBLIC -COMMERCIAL SCHOOL RELATIONSHIP

Donald E. Erugyeman, President
Ohio Professional Driver Education Association

Mr, Bruggeman is a native of Cleveland, Thin. Ho received his B.A.
degree from Western Michigan University in 1938, rajorina in social
studies and minoring in psychology ard education. The next four
Years were spent teaching history, social stuties and Ariver e juca-
tion in the public scrools of Cleveland and Latewond. QDuring the
summer Of 1560, he studied at Oriel Ccllege, Oxford University,
England,

In 1962, Mr. Bruggeman made an unsucisssful k1d for election to the
Chio House of Pepresentztives. Ke spent the following year workina
toward a1 M.A. at Cace-western Reserve University. It was durina
this year that he Lecame interested in the field of prafestioral
driver educatior and opened his first cummercial driver trainiag
school.

Mr, Bruggeman fesls that he is able to lock at driver education and
training from all angles. Ye has worked as a high schoal teacher
in driver education programs, both with and with~ut sjirulators, He
has worked as a professional driving instructor and now is the cwrer
of two commercial driver training schools. At the prescnt tirme his
scrools are handling the behina-the-wheel training far thrre public
school systems in Northeastern Qhin. They will he tesporsible for
training BOO to 1000 high school students during the 19£8-63 school
year,

Mr. Bruggeman was recently elected tn o second term as Fresidert of
the Ohio Professional Driver Education Association. He is aleo a
Pember of the Board of Directors of the Naticnal Professicnal Drier
Education Rssocaatian,

First, let me expiain that there is a dual standard in
Ohio's "under-18" requirements. For the high schools,

36 classroom hours are required, with 18 hours of observa-
tion and 6 hours of behind-the-wheel instruction. For the
commercial school, the requirements are 8 hours of class-
room and 8 hours of behind-the-wheel training.

I would like to trace briefly the history of the commercial
school-public school relationship from its inception in
1958 to the present. 1In 1958 the first public schools
contracted with commercial schools to do the behind-the-
wheel phase of their driver training program. In 1966, the
Federal Highway Safety Act called for each state to develop
comprehensive driver education programs. The "Little Hoover
Commission" report in Ohio recommended in 1967 ‘hat school
boards contract with commercial driving schools to do the
behind-the-wheel phase. That same year, Ohio passed the
Omnibus Highway Safety Bill that reguired all persons under
18 years of age to take a driver training course from
either a commercial driving school or from a high school
prior to obtaining a drivers' license, and it required the
State to reimburse school systems a maximum of $30.00 for
all regqularly enrolled students who completed the course.
It stated that a school system could contract with a
commercial school that had been in business at least two
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years to do all or part of the driver education program.
However, it stipulated that certified teachers must be used
for the classroom phase. The bill required that commercial
schools follow the course content set forth by the State
Board of Education. It did not, however, give the Board the
power to establish requirements for instructors; they are
licensed under regulations set up by the Department of
Highway Safety.

In May of 1968, the Board of Education decreed that com-
mercial instructors teaching in high school programs must
take a two-semester-hour colledge course in driver education
to be offered at State University before starting to teach,
When it became obvious in June of that year that the
designated course would not be available, the school owners
filed an objection on the grounds that the Board of Educa-
tion overstepped its authority. The Common Pleas Court
ruled in favor of the Board. However, in January of 1969
the Appellate Court reversed the decision of the lower
court, and the college course requirement was dropped.

At the present time, twenty-five to thirty high school
districts are contracting with commercial schools in Ohio.
The school superintendents involved seem very happy with
the program. The high schecol driver education teachers’
attitudes vary from indifference to resentment. For
example, we have asked the teachers what grading criteria
they would like us to use. They have given us no answers,
and generally don't even ask us for the student's grade

in behind-the-wheel instruction. I know of only one instance
in which a school system has reverted to using certified
personnel entirely after having used a commercial school.
In this particular case, someone "sold" the schocl board on
a program involving simulators.
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JNES E. MRON

Dr. Aaron received him B.S. degree form the University cof Illincls in 1950, and his M.S. from the mame
inwtitution in 1951, Me dio advanced graduate wcrk at both tha University of (llinols and Purdue, and
&id doctora.e rot™ At NHew York University from 1956-59, recelving his Ed.D. in safety education in 1860,

Ry taught driver educatich at Granite Clty Wigh School from 1951-56, at XYU from 1956-57, &nd has bea2n
teaching driver and ssfety education at Southern Illinols University afnce 1957, He i~ a member 0% the
graduate faculty at Southern l1ili:ois University.

Or. Aacon {8 currently President of the American Driver and Traffic Safety Fducation Association--NEA,

He was Prestdent Of the Illinoiw Driver Education Association in 1956, and Vice President in 1955, He
served as & delegate to the Preaident’s Satety Conference in 1956, 1958, and 196). He {5 a member of the
Governor Official Traffic Sefety Coordinsting Committee, State of Illincis, a consultant to the Office of
Puhlic Instructi{on of the State of Illinois, and a member of many other commitiees ani boarda dealing with
driver and traffic safety education,

Some ¢f Dr. Aaron's writings {nclude: Aaron, J., Shafter, A., The Police Officer and Alcoholism.

Charles Thomhi, 1963; Asron, J., Strasser, M., Driver and Traffic Safety Educatlon: Content, Methods and
Organization, The Macmillan Company, 1366; Karon, Jares E., "The Real Cause Gf Accidents", Fogu[ar
)Tegicl_g. Fopular Medicine Publishing Company, Inc., January 1362, pp. 70-74. .

¥ prcfesnional sffiliations include The Righer Education lascclation. the Illinois High Schr 1 and College
nriver Education Association, the Natioral safety Council--Driver Education Se.tiou--Higher Education
Section, Phi Deltm kappa, and the American Academy cof Safuty Edication.

MILES H. BARFER

Mz. srker im Prenident of the 4 Lakes "river Training School of Madiscn, Wisconsin and 18 sarving his
sec ' year President of the Wisconsin Professicnal Driver EQucation Association, He is alsc aerving
his ond year on the Board of Directors of tae Nstional Professional Driver Filucation Association.

He atiended the Univeraity of Chicago for one year and then attend=d Tcwa State University tor two years,
majoring in engineering. After spending two yesar® in the Army, he returned to lowa State. HKe graduated
in 1947 with a B.S. degree in {ndustrial economjca and a minor {n payctology. Him superviwing professor
x; hi:‘mner was Alv>' P, Lauer, Chairman of the Fsychology Depsartment and cne cf the picneers in drivet
educs on.

In 1943 re vegan 2my 4. ne with the Wisconsin Rapids Gas and Flectriz Company and City Gas Service
Incorvoratsd (& vhol. sy r and retailer of liquified petroleum gas and gas appliances). He attaired the
rark ©f ExecLjve Vice ¢tesident 1n 1957, a pcelition he held untll 1960 when the corpanies were sold,
Between 1954 .1 1962 re served on the bosurd and held various offices in the Wisconsin Lijuified fetrcleur
Cas Associatinn, serving as ' - president {n [958, He rora‘ned in various ranagerial cacdcities for three
yeara urder the rew cwnersh,. In 1964 he becare asscciated with an investrent banking firr ard in 1965
became very inlerested ir the comrercial driver training school industry, and started the & Lakes [irjver
Training School i1n Madiaon, wWisconsin.

J._Af(jSJh BERRY

Mr. Berzry 19 Birecter pf tne Trs ,cCrtation “»f iram at the University of Iowas., ¥e 4oined the
Urivers:- f Yowa in 1968 .. develop 8 repe Jram in transportation aafety. Frior to this assign-
rent, Mr rry served as Program Director of . lucation and Tralri=3 for the lnpurance lnstitute for
Highway Se¢ .ty. served eevan vears with trat nationsl highws, safety organizstion in Warhington, D.C.

He grsduated from ihe Univeraity of Nosthern Iowa, and “olds & pa ' r's deJree in safety educaticn
from New YOrk University. Fe is & member of the Xatlonal Safety Council's Education and Training
Cormittee, the Adviaory Committee .0 the Driver Improvement Program, & ' i8 Past Nsticnal Chalrran cf
the Ccuncil's Driver Elucatfon Section, “rnocl and Ccllege Conference.

RALE E. BUSS
or. us recelv>d the A.B, degree from (alvin College in 1950, mrd the B.D, from Frinceton Theologlcal

Seminary in 1954. ¥e wis granted the E3.D. degiee In 1963 from Teachera College-Colurbia tUniversity,
where he majored in the teaching of speech and minorvd in higher education.

frior to joining lED, Or, Busmis An Assistant ProfessLr of Speech and Director of Student Studies from
1962-64 at Princeton Theclogical Seminary. Frca 1964-66 hr was 3 Revsarch Asscciate at Studies in K1y .er
fducstion in Philadfelphia, an organization which offered =onsultant services to Lndeprndent colleges and
divinity schoola.

Dr. Buasis joired the staff of the Institute for FEducatioral Developrment In June 1966 a5 3 Program
Asanclate, He later merved ss Asaiatan Secretsry and now holAw the position of gecretary of the
corporaticn. He haa worked clomely with many Of the projecta In which IED has been engaced, primarily tre
esiadlliahment and maragement of tre univergity-based evalusticn and reseazch centera for Froject Fead
Start, a1d tne corprehensive planning for higher education in the State Of Verront ard {n the State of
Maire. Or. Bussin win a member Of the IED Stuly Group for the developrent of a plea for evalusting the
effecttveness Of driver educaticn and .raining programs.

JOSEPH C. CASEY

mr. Cas€) in Directer of Driver and Traffic Satety Educrtion st L:‘ewcod High School in tarewood, OShic,
and {s on the faculty at Cleveland State “niversity. He received s n.A. aL the Univeralty of Northern
lows, and a K A. in driver eduistion at Michigsn State Unlversity in 19£2, He recelved a fellowship in
dilver and traffic vafety from New Yorx Univeraity Ir 1965,

He hae contributed to asveral textboOks in driver edutstlon. ¥e 15 a past pPresident of the Ohioc Lriver
and Traffic Safety Education Aesociation, and im currently serving as thins agsociation‘s Second vice
President Bnd se editor of {ty newsletter, Fea has alec strved on the Astna Educationsl Systers Curriculur
Avisory Coreittee.

Last yesr Xr, Cosey wne the reclpient of ehe ¥artha clden Jenings teacher awsatd, pnd this year he was
thosen a8 the Lakewood Jaycers Outatanding roung fducator Avsrd winrer.



THOMAS M. CHENEY

¥r. Cheney his recently been elected to serve s second term as President of the National Professional
Driver Education Association. He acted ss Sscretary to this Assoclation for four years prior to being
elected President.

He has becn engaged in thn field of education since 1934, Afier gradiating from UCLA in 1935 with =
T.A. degrre la political mcience, he received a M.S. Jd27rce in education from 18C in 1916, He receivel
his adminystrative crudentlal. and in 1940 he moved to Trona as school administrator to quide the design
of a building for a unlfied school diztrict. At this time he “as active in the Callfcrnia School
Mminlstretors® Assoclatior, where he served as President of Secticn 22 and was a mermber of the State
Representatlve Council. While in Trons, he was & member Of the California Association of Public Echool
Superintendents, National Education Asaccliation, the rallfornla Teachers' Association, and the Naticnal
Association ¢f Public School Superintendenta.

He joined his two brothers in the drlvin, schuol business in the 1440°s. He is & rast President Of the
Oriving School Assoclation of California and has beer activs EOr mary; vears in Sacrarento working for good
itgislation for the driving school Industry. In the last few years he nas also made numerous contridbutions,
as 8 member of NPDEA leglylative comnittee, to federal legislation relating to traffic safety. Ke

w33 chairmar of the NPDEA Textbaok Committee and worked clcaely with Dr. Strasser and Dr. Aarons in producing

the New Driver's Guide, ths texthook written especially for the crivate professional driving schools and
endersed by NPLEA. .

RICEARD D. ELLIS

Mr. Ellis g Directar af the Traffic Education Prograrm and Assistant Professpr in the Professional
Preparation Program of Traffic Lducation a8t the State Unjversity at Albany. Albany, N.y, He received
Bachelor and Master of Science degrees and certification in health and physical educatiun from the State
University ~f New York at Cortiand in 1951 and 1954, respectively,

From 1963 to 1966, Mr. Eliis served as the lNew York State Supervisor of oriver and Safety Fducation for the
State £ducation Department. Prior to this, he spent one year as a Fes~arch Assistant in the Safety Research
and Eduration Project st Teachers College, Colunbia University: nne year teaching the gerneral safety
education and the teacher preparation courses at Teachers College, Colurbhia; and eleven years teaching

high scacol and adult traffic safety education i1h Whitesboros New York.

Mr. Ellis i0 an actlve member Of the hriver and Safety Educators Asscciation of Yew York State the was
President 0f this Association from 1960-19¢)); a rerber of the Board of Directors of thc Averican Oriver
and Traffic Saf>ty Education Associstion, NEA, 1962-1965; and was President of the Arcrican Driver and
Tratfic Safety Education ARsscciation, NEA, from 1967-1968.

Amona his published articles are: "wWhat is a Driver Educato:r?”™, a Naticnal Safety Cc 1) Safety Fducaricn
publication, 304 "A Frofessicnal Critigue of Research on Effective Fracrice Driving Teaching.,® which
apreared in the National Tomrission on Safety Education’s Jourfal, News and Views.

ROBERT 1. FILER

Dr. Filep is Director of 5tudies of the Irsitltue for Educstlonal Develcprent where he ja respcnsible for
major studies and the Wes-ern Peuional office. At the present tlme he is directing the Supermarket
Discovery Center. an educational projram for three snd fnur Year olde ard their parents; heading two
innovative sympssla for the Natlonsl Hlghway Safety Burvaa; snd analyzing end designing a model fn-service
teacher edvcstlon program for the State of Califurnin,

Frlor to Or. Filep’s sffliiation with IED. he wis an Education Systems Scientist for System Develcprent
Corporatlon where he directed a nurber of systema requirement, feasidillty, snd research studies dealing
with the hunanistic use of computers Ln education. In 1959, Dr. Fllep was sppointed Dean of admissions and
rinancisl Aid at Mills College of Education in New York City. He later kacame Secretary of the Center

for Programmsd Instruction, Inc¢., in New York City. 1In 1963, Dr. Filep received &n sppointment as Associate
Tnvestigator of the Cirera Research Divislon at the Pniveruity of Southorn Californis, where he taught and
periodically teaches gr-sduate rnd undsrgraduate level courses. Ne recefived hiw Ph.D. from U.5.C., his

B A. frop Colinbir University and his B.5. from Putgers Jniversity.

Dr. rilep fs currently President-elect of the National Scciety for Proqrammed Instruction, and is s nemben
of the Americsn Educeatlonsl Peresrch Assoclation. Americen Peychologicsl Asaccistinh, Arerican Association
for the Advancement of Science, Aner{ican Personnel a3 Guldance asnocistion, the Fducaticnal Medis Council,
EDUCOM ([nteruniversity Cownunications Councll) Task Forze on Continaing Educstion, aad Fhi dDelea rappa

Y. WNE oL, 13

, 1

Mr. Ga= {il received nhisg Bochelor of Arts degree Ln education in 195 from the Arizcra S*ate University,
where he also received hin raster’s dejree in public schnol samlnistration in 1959, 111 was satetry
director of a Fhoanix hool district from 1953 through 1365. The driver education prograre at Brophy
Frer College, 5t. Mary's H.qh School., snd xavier H.gh School wer~ all started by Gasmill diring tin mid-
fiftien, and sre still in crerstion,

The Arirczs £che2l of Drivirg was started {n 1940 s a part-tire oferstion whiie Cm=rill was Jriving for
locel bus corpany. Thi® rart-tire crersticn ©f the driving schocl continced until 1965 when ke reniared
tety Sirectcr of the Phoenix school dfmtrlet, In July of 1968 Ye purchased tre Internaticnal, S»-

]
Franciy. o, and Continental Driving Schocla in Nortrera California. Pc and hiw scn, U'. Fale Carsill 111,

have the largest driving

shool operstions in Arirvons anl Northern Califcrria.

The Aritone Chapter, Americarn Soclety of Szfety “rgireers. elected him Prenident fc~ the tvo terrs of 196¢
and 1967, Gerrili serced on the Steering Corvittee for the Anaval Ar{rcrd fafety Congress durina the years
1966, 1967, wnd 1968, 1n .9¢7, he represented Governor ack Williars of Arizcra in raXing a rresentaticn
at the Annusl Western Fafe'.y Condress jpn Los Anjeles. Co dfcrnin. ¥r, Gamril is 8 charter me~ler cof the
Katirnal Frof ionel Triver Educetion Assc -ja*fcn. He has served on thte Board of Tirecters almost ®ince
ite organization.
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CISSIF ¥, GIEDA

Mrs. Cicda, a resident of Fultan, Maryland, has Leen a high school teacher cf driver education for over
tw2nty years. She has alsc been safety coordirator and adult adviscr to the Montqorgry County Teen-Age
Safety Counc1l since its crgarizaticn, She was cne of the charter members of the Driver qucuion Teachers'
Association of Maryland., =She is . life member of the NEA and the Maryland State Teachers' Association,
fresent at the first naticnal conference and founding of American Driver :~d Traffic Zafety Ed\agatlun
Association, she is presently a mcrber of the Board of Directors of this association, representing the
Northeast regiin.

A picreer in rhe field of driver and traffic safety, she has heen the recipient of many srate and natioral
awards., Most recently, skhe was selested to attend and participate in a Tap-Level Conference Critical
Issues Affecting the Schncls in an Fra of Change.

Mrs. Gieda received a Sc.B. degree from Dickinson College, Carlisle, Pennsylvania. and completed graduate
werk at Rutgers. Colurkia, and The American University.

ROBERT D. GOFF

Mr. Goff received s B.A. in political acience from the U+._veraity of wismconmin in 1540. A Master ©f Arts
in politicyl sclence way grante2 him Yy the Univeraity ~f Utah in 1963. He ias currently working toward
him doctoral degree at the same jnstitutiocn.

Inspired by Amos Neyhart while a‘tending a driver education workshop at the Unlversity of Wisconain in
1938, he since tas participated in graduate luvel workshops &nd semirary in traffic ssfely education at tre
Universitien of California, U'tah. Washington, Utah State, Pennsylvania State, Iows State, Michigan State,
New York. and San Jose Syate. He has attended over 45 national and regicnal conferencer iR traffic safety.
from New York to Californias. He {n 2 member Of the American Oriver & Traffic Safely Education Association,
«nd has attended 10 out of 12 ADTSEA nationral conferences., He is currently Cecretary of thelr Research
rivision.

Mr, Goff haa taught teacher preparation courses 4t the Univeraity of Utah for 2% quarters asd taaght for
two years in the Job Corps. He has had artlcles published in the Caldea Calendar and Traffic Safety.

He has written & weekly newspaper columi, and a five-year a:ritu of Jaily radio traffic ety ressages.
who's Who in the West, and the Dicticnary of Internaticnal Biography both limt Mr. Goff,

FAUL R, MALULA

Mr.‘Hlluh in preasntl]y president Of the American Gniversal Driver Training Schools of San Francisco,
California. He holds the office of the Secretary for the National Professional Driver Tducaticn Association,
Inc., and is vice president of the Diivina School Assccla’ion of Californi He i1 aluc thre editer of the
NPDLA Newpletter, which has distribution throughout the United States and < 2. A graiuate of St. Viniert
College of Pennsyivania vith a B.A. degree in Fngllah, Mr. Halula vill receive his X.A. degree from San
Fradcisco State College ip educational paycholagy.

While on the legimlative committee for the Driving School Amsocisticn of Callfornis, he aurmitted various
propg.al. to the Department of Motor Vehicles on recommended laws for regelating private driving schools
and irstructors' credentialling for private driving schooln.

In Jure "7€8, ke formed the Lriver Education and Trsining Center,
education and driver improvement. 1ts Objectives are:
through public educaticn and driver trasining,
education hrough pudlications and lectures.

a nonprofit corporating devoted g driver
to foster, promote, and encourmje traffic nafety
and to dimseminate information on traffic aafety and driver

GEORCE R. HENSEL

LECROLE 2. HENSEL

Mr. Hersel in President of the California Safety Center, lac., which owns ard operstean the California
Driving School. From i{ta Los Angelem office at fts peak, it operaten 4 fleet of 82 fully dual-controlled
cars and s staffed by s.er 100 employeen. In sddition to the Loa Anyelen office, there are branch offices
in Bakers{ield and San Diego, California.

Mr. Kensel, who han & bachelor's degree in business, Lan been head of th
past President of the Driving School Association of Californiar activ
for tha Driving School Aasociation, and s Fant member of the Natlonal
Asnoclation Board of pirectors.

e fi1n for 16 years. He in alugo
€ {n leginlative affalrs in Californin
Professional priver Education

Sore of hin other responsibilities fncluda being President of the Henael rnveatment Company and Vice
Fresident of ths East Lom Angeles Inves:ment Corporation and the Country Club Invest=ent Corporation,

He 15 8 meeber of the Board of the Rio Hondo Publishbing Company and of the Advisory Board for Woodtuiy
College. Ar. Fensel i8 chalrean of Resenblyman Jack Fenton's Leglalative Committee on Transpor'ation, a
mender of the American Driver Educarisn association, an sociate merber of the Californis Driver Fducation

Association, and a member of the Lcs Angeles County Driver Educaticn Aasociation and the American Drivet
and .raffic Safery Xduzation pgacciation.

FAUL F. HILL

Me, K111 in presently the Ranfatant General Manager cf the Kat{onal Safety Cocncil and supervisas traffic,
achcol and college. home and recreationsl safery programs. FPrior to hie present positi-~n, he waa Manajer of
the Council's field meivice program and pricr tO that, served Be a Diatrict Director for the Weatern mtates,

Before jeining the Council 4n 1946, Mr. Hill served for 38 montha aa an Educstionsl ®lanning Officer in
the #th Naval Diatrict. Prior to his Naval service, he directed the Traffic Safety Prograr for the
State of lowa {19]% to 1942). After graduating frcm the Univermity of Northern fowa in 1934, ¢, Hill
tauaht for five yeara {n the Tipton and Les Molmes City Schools. HNim graduate work was taken at the
University of low Tows City, and the Jcws State University, Ares. My, Njll 4130 taken specla!
manajement courses at Stanford, Unlveraity of Santa Clars. and Kcrthweatern Univermity. He (3 pressntly
s participating {natructer in the traffic mansgement courses beind offered ty New Ycrkx Univermity-Tre
Center for Safery.

since 196, Mr. Hil] haa aerved in many afvisory and censulbing capacities fcr Snite House cerferercen
and atate conferencen.
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HAROLD 3. HOLIMES

Mr. holmes has been Director of Driver Education of the National Safety Council since 1967. His education
includes naval sviation at Monmouth Collete, Loras Colleqe, and the University of lowa. Belny commissioned
at NAS Pensacola {n 1945, he werved in U.5. Naval Aviation as figh’r- and jet pllot until 1962 (active
duty and reserves). He Teceived & B.5. degree froi the University of Minneacta {n 1943, and an M.Ed. in
1950. A certificate in Traffic Safety Management was granted him by New York University in 1960, He
attended the Institute for Organizational Management at Syracuse University in 1963,

In 1956 and 1958 Mr, Holmes was Special Representative to The President's Comrittee for Traffic Safety
(PCTS). He joined the Natfonal Safety Council staf! as district airector for Illincis and Indiana in
1956, The year 1960 he was promoted to manager of the church department of NSC, serving until 1965,

He serves a3 FERT analyst and as an Instructor in the Council's new systems course. He ia NSC’'s aviation
arfety consultant., He holds a commercial and a chief flight instructor license in aviation (5 and ML),

Mr. Molmes has published articles on drivez education, safety, and aviation. He recently avthcred five
srticles on aviation fOr an aercapace encyclopedias. Other articles include: *Doesg Your School Have
Driver Education?”, .outh Dakota Education Kssocistiun Journai, March, 1$55: “A Background Paprr--Traffic
Safety” in Concern, DIvialon of Yemperance and Generdl Welfare, The mMethndist Church, 1962; "Aviation
Psycholooy Kanual for Flight Instructors,” Chicsgo Teachers College, 1963, ke assisted in writiny the
FAA Instructo Handbook in 1964,

20104 L. FENNEDY

or. Kernely, 8 Vice President of the Inatitu:e tor Fducatiernal Development, haa broad interests and
experience in the aress of psycholoyy and the behavioral sciences and has reld {mportant posts in
administration and research and development {n the academic world, government, and nonprofit groups.

Ater elucetional prepsration which ircluded an A.E, in psychology at Stanford Uhiversity, an M
Ph.7. ir. peychology in 1937 from Brown University and a two-year post-doctoral fejlowship at stan
%e was appointed assistant professnr of paychology at Tufts Upive sity. FKe hecare head of the Psychology
Departrent at Tufrs in 1945 and also founded an2 headed the Institute of Applied Experimental Psychology,
a research certer for huran engineering.

Tr., Fannedy was the first profes:. .8l Faychologist to join the Social Science Divition ©f the PAND
Corporation, Santa Monica, Califormia in 1951 ard headed the Systems Rescarch Laborstory there uitil 1957.
In 1954-55, he was 8 member of the first group of Fellows sc the new Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sclences.

In 1957, Dr. Fennedy became Dorman T, Warren Professor of Faychology at Prirceton University and, in 1958,
te tecame Chairman of the Departmant of Psycrology at Princeton University, a p--ition he left to jcin
the newly-chartered Institute fcr Educational Development in 1966,

Dr. Fernnedy was a member of the Accident Prevention Study Section, Waticnal Irstitutes of dealth, from
1963-57, and was chairran o. IED’s study group on the evaluation of driver educatich and training. He

in currently chalring IED’S Group deallag with evaluation of driver licensing practices and (s the directcr
of ths two national sympceia on evaluation of driver education and tiaining.

JOHN C. FERRICK

Mr. Frrrick 49 Director of the Crives Ser 'ices Division of the American Association of Motor Vehicle
Administrators. He has served in this positicn since the AMMVA first iraugurated a specialized Driver
ticense Frogram early in 1960,

Before joining the AAMVA staf!f in wWashinjton, Mr. Ferrick had becn officially connected with motor veh.:le
aduinletration, primarily {n the field of driver licensing, in the stats of Oregon for 31 years. ©
service included 14 years -4 vanager of the Oreg:n Driver License Division., within this period he plannel
and imnlemented the state‘n “at Priver Irprovement Program. He has written drivers’ maruals and manuals
for driver Iicense examiners.

tsng aztive in Arerlcan Azsociation for Motor Vehicle Administrators, Mr. Ferrick served for three ycars as
chrirman of tha Associsticon's Committee On Driver Licensing and he has served on rany other natiocnal
cormitteen sppointed to connider sgecisl problers in moter vehlcle administration.

Kis presant position fnvolves workirg with licensing agencies in a1l stetes.and in all Canadian provinces
with an objective of continuously Improving the quality and the effectiveness of driver control through
licersing prozeduren, and doirg so in a r.e1 that {8 recognited as equitahble and fair to all,

DEWAYNE T, MARSHMAN

Me. Marshman i presently the Prest<enl of Kinnesots briving School, Inc. He 1o also the President of the
Minnescta Professional Driver Tralning Association and s member of the Borrd of D rectors of the Nationsl
Frofessionsl Drivar Educction Assoclistion, serving sa Chalrman of the Stardards and Ethice Cemmittee.

He has been iniolved with driver training for the past seven years, with s background in all phases, from
field irstructot to mensgement. He has been active at both city and state sevels {n tha pessing of
lagislation fcr improved driver tianining and traffic sefety.

Frior to his driver tresining interesi, Mz, Marshran spent six yeuzr In restaurent ransgeren' and twelve
Yeurs 4 computer programser and system analyst losd disparcher for Nortkern Ststes Po:er Cerrary.
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FREDFR ICK L. McGUIRE

Frederick L, McGuire has been an Associate professor ©of Medical Psycholody it the University of Califcrnia,
Irvine, Colleye of Medicine 3ince 1965, He received his Ph.D, Irom New York University in 1357,

Prior to his present positio, at the University o California, Irvine, Dr. McGuire was Rssociate Frofesscr
of Fsychiztry and Head of the Division of Fsycholojy At the University of Missiseipgi 5chool of Medicire
from 1960-196S, FHe was Project Director at the Haval Melical Neuropsychiatric Re-ewrch Unit in Fan liego,
Califcrrnia, from 1955-1960,. Fror 1357-1960 he was head of the Fsychology Nerartment of the U,S, Naval
Hospital in San Diego, and he held the mare position st the 11.§S. Naval Hospital in Fhilalelphia from 19..-
18957, From 1953-1955, he was head of the Psychology Department at the 1.5, Naval Medical Field pesearch
Laboratory in Carmp Lejeune, North Carolina. and trom 19%2-1953 ke was a Staff Pgychologist ar the U.%.
Naval Hospital at bethesda, Marylani.

Dr. McGuire has been engage’ in accident research aince 1952. He receiv.d the ¥etropolitan Life Award of
Honar for Reserrch in Accident Prevention in 19668, He presently serves as Chief of Research for the
Metropolitan State Fospital. He is # meppher of ths Pesearch Committee, American Societly cf Safety Engineers:
Chair.aan of the Committee on Accident ReSearch, Division 22, Arerican Fsycholog.cal Asscciation: and {s an
active merter Of several cormittees of the Natioral Azcident Scciety.

HEINS NAUMANN

Yr. Naumann is President of the Central Jrivirg School Limited, Toronto. Ontario,s Canada, He is also
sexving as Vice Prisicent and Canadian Regional Director of the National Professional Driver Fducation
Association. He received his education in Germany where he was granted his Senior Matriculation. and
subsequently sttended business college where he studied banking and persconnel administration for two years.
Before emigreting to Canada in 1953, he held poeitions with the U.S. Army Headquarters as Personnel
Assistant, a* which time he toox futthet courses in job irstruction and relatfons training. hLe was also
with the American Express Company as branch ranager.

Prior to the cpening of his driver training schonl n 1961, Mr. Naumana occupied positions with the Roysl
Bank of Canada in banking and personnel administration. He has since completed several certificate courses
for instructors in driver au’ traffic educatlon under Or. Harry Fletcher and Frofesscr Amcs Neyhert, Peun
State University Traffic Safety Institute. and has gradusted fiom the tescher preparation course in driver
education offered by the Ontario Departmants of Transport and Education., He has lectured on many driver
education, instructor and teacher courses at the Ontario Safety Leajue, Ryerson Irnstitute, and other
organirations. He actively patticipates in associstion work in the driver education fleld scross the

United Stat and Canada Ke {s Past Chalrman (f the National Commission on Driving School Managerent

which condu seminar n both countries. Mr., Naumann also serves a birector of the Ontario Frofessional
Driver Education Association.

witlt J. _HHODES

Dr. Rhodes, Frofessor of Education in tre Health and Physical Education Depaftment at the University of
Houstan, has helped make the Cniversity 5 driver eduration program one of the most outetanding in the state.
B2 has been directing the Tratfic Safety Fducaticy Frogram since he received a doctorate in education at the
Unifv ity in 1950. wWhile wtking on his doctor's dearee, re served gy foothall lire coach at the
Iniversity of Houston in 1348-49.

Ye received a backelor's degree fror the tUriversity of Texan in 1340 anc & ranter's degree from the tare
University 1n 1347, Between the bachelor's degree and the raster's dedree he served in the Urited States
Navy four years as Fhysical and mrlitaiy fnstructor for naval aviation cadets, Bpecialiring 'y survival:
land, ses and air.

Active in educaticn on the city, ate, and narional &n we.)l an rhe ynivernity level, Dr. Riodes is a

merdier c! the Brard of Director® of tne Texas Driver and Traffic Safety Fducation A clation, & nerder
of the Texny Stete Teachers Asgociaticn and the National Fducaticn Associaticn. He is the Chairean,
Emergency Squade, Arerican Fed Cross, Flotilla Corrandar of the V.S, Coast Guard Auxillary, rerter of
Fhi Delts Xappa, feducaticn hinor fraternity} and American Society of Safety fngineers. The University
of Houston educator also a<eintyg gtdte and naticnal professioral driver education aseociations am well 2a
the local schoela 8 consaltant on curriculur and resesrch in traffic asfety.

Dr. Stresver is Cocrdinator of Sefcty and Driver Fducation at San Jose State College, San Jose, Calf.ornia.
He has been # Professor at S&n Jose State since 1933,

He received his B.A. from the Unlversity of Csilforria (Borksley) in 1930 and was awsrded nis M.A. from

the ezne {nstitution in 19)9. FHe received his ¥d.D. fror the Center fcr Safety Fducation st New York
Unsvermity {n 1950,

Prior to his prement position, Dr. Strasser was employed by the sccident prevention department of the
Association of Casusity and Suraty Companien in ¥ew YOrh City. Be was Ag-isteont Zdacatienal Citecter from
1940 to 194% and Educationsl Director from 1949 tO 1951, From 1951 tn 1939 he was leld Representytive
for tre sven Westarn states, opersting out of the San Francisco office of Associsticn, In these
positions Be conzulted with state and Jocal officisls in the fleld of traffic safety.

Dr. Strasser perves as Fresidart of the Californis Driver Education associat(on and Chalrman of tra Driver
Tducation Section of the Nat'onal Sa y Councl)l. HNe is » friltow of the Ameriran Achlery of Safety
Edac- tion and a membes of the Americen Driver snd Traffic Safety Fducation Association. Or. Streseer {a

presently prircipal {ovestigato. 1n o resesrch study being conducied on traffic-viclater driver {rprovement
achools. .
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RICHARD TOSSKLL

Dr. Tossell received his B.A. in psychology from the University of Californle a* Leos Angeles, his M.A. in
safaty education from New York University, and hir ES.D. in safety education from Mew yYork University.
He 18 preseitly an Assocliste Professor of safety education and the Assistant Director of the Safety
Education Canter at Centrsl Xissourl State College where he is responsible for curriculum development.

He served £t - UCraduate As nt with teachin¢ responatbilities at the Center for Safety Education, New York
University. He has been Assittant Director of the Esso Safety Foundation. Manager of Essc’s Department of
Bighway Traffic, and Assistant Director Of the New York State Cltizen's Council on Traffic Safety. Other
experience inclu?s2s being Assistant Tirector of the Fresident‘'s Committee for Tratfi: Safety and Special
Assistant to the Lirector of the Offirce ©f Safety Manpower, Noticnal Highway cafety Bureau. ",S. Department
of Transportation. Dr. Tomsel) is presently on tha Executive Committee, Higher Education Secticn. National
Safety Council, ODuring the two year period 1967-69, Ye i3 serving as Chafrman of the Pesearch Civision,
ADTSEA, NEA,

Or. Tosssl) hylds mernbership in the following professional associations: Naticnal £ducation Association,
American Oriver and Traffic Safety Educati~n Assoclation, American Society of Safety Englieers, Mimsour{
State Teachers Asoclation, Fhi Delte Xappe. Missourd Driver 2nd Traffic Safety Educaticnp Association,
Kational Safety Council.

PATRICIA F. WALLER

Dr. ¥Waller completed her A.B. in psychology snd zoology and her W s. in psychology at the University of
Miami, Coral Gables, Flori. and her Ph.D. in psychclogy at the University of Korth Carolina. She spent
.958-1960 on a United States Public Heslth postdoctoral researci, fellowahip at the F.B, Jackson Laboratary
in Bar Karbor, Malne. From 1961 through 1962 she was a staff ychologist at the V.A. Hospital in Brockton,
Massachusects. Returning to Chap:l Hil} in the fall of 1962, she has taught at the University of North
Caroline from 1962 to the prement., In addition to lecturing in psychology, since 1967 she has been a staff
aspociate with the University of North Carolina Kighway Safety Rescarch Center,

Some of her sffillaticns {nciude the Amerjcan Psychological Asso:ziation, Divislon 3 (Experimental}:
pivision 12 fZiinical): and Division 28 (Fxychopharmacology}. She {s also a member of Eastern PEychologicad
Rssoriatior, Southessteri Faychological Association, North Csro'ina Psychological Association, (Secreta:y-
Treasurer)., Sigma X., American Associstion for the Advancement of Scisnce, and Society for Projective
Techniques. She is listed in American Men Of Science snd Leaders In American Sc.ence.

Dr. Waller has published in Journal of Projective Techniques, Journal of Con.ulti
of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, and Fsychological Refor as well an
Sy the Ungvarl ty cf North Carollra Righway SaFaty Pesesech Centér.
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AFuiToxt Provided by ERIC

PARTICIPANTS AT THE NATIONAL DRIVER EDUCATION
AND TRAINING SYMPOSIA

(D) . . Attended the December Symposium
{(J) . . Attended the January Symposium
* ., . Attended both Symposia

James Aaron (D)

Cocdinator of Safety Center
Southern Illinois University
Carbondale, Illinois 62901

Leonard Albano (D)

Office of Supt.

Cook County Schools

Clark & Washington Streets
Chizago, Illinois 60602

George Albrecht (J}

North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Avenue
Chicago, Illirois 60630

Marie Anderson (J)

Owner, Aurora Driving School
2348 Dayton Street

Aurora, Colorado 80010

Merrill Anderson (J)
Twin City Driving School
27 W. Lake St.
Minneapolis, Minn. 55408

William Anderson (D}
Teachers College,
Columbia University

New York, New York 16027

Harold Archibald (J)

Amer. Driver Educ. Institute
724 1/2 Echo Park Avenue

Los Angeles, Calif. 90026

Pussell Arend (D}

Ass't. to Director, Traffic
Instit., Northwestern Univ.
1804 Hinman Ave.

Evanston, Illinois 60201

369
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Samuel Atkins (J)

Owner, Atkins Driving Ech.
35 Thomas Road

Inverness, Florida 32650

Jack Baldwin (J)
Safe-Way Driving School
4610 W. Kennedy Blvd.
Tampa, Fiorida 33600

Gale Barkalow (J)

North Shore Dr:ving Scihool
4935 W. Foster Avernue
Chicago, Tllinois 60630

Miles Barker *
President, Four Lakes
Driver Trzining School
3301 University Avenue
Madison, Wisconsin 53700

Michael Bass (J)

Safeway School of Driving
554-62 G.wver Street

Los Angeles, Calif. 90028

Alfons Behnke (J)

Owner, Alpine Driving Schuool
7109 W. Capitol Drive
Madison, Wisconsin 53216

James Berry (D)

Director, Transportation
Safety Prcgram, accident
Prevention Laboratory
University of Iowa
Oakdale, Icwa 52319
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Julius Bero (J)
Garfield Heights Driv.
14103 Broadway
Cleveland, Ohio 44125

Sch.

Tommy Bertone (D)
Consultant, Booz Allen
& Hamilton

1625 Eye Street
Washingtor.,, D.C. 20006
Richard Bishop (D)

Florida State University
Tallahassee, Florida 32306

Noel Blankenship (D)
Instructor, Driver Education
Kent State University

Kent, Chio 44240

Benjamine Bogue
Nat'l. School of Safe Driving
3002 W. Laramie Avenue
Cnicago, Ill. 60641

(J)

Edward Bonessi (D)

Chm., Traf. Saf. Ed. lLept.
So. Z~onn. State College

N - . i, Conn. 06515

Charles Boright (D)
Consult., Dept. of Educ.
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Clifford Boyce (D)

Dir. of Safety Education
State Dept. of Education
Olympia, Washington 98501

Richard Boyer (D)
Super., Driver Education
Allstate Plaza
Northbrook, I11. 60062

Don Bray (D)

Coordinator, Driver Education
Royal Oaks Public Schools
1500 Lexington Ave.

Lamar Breland (J)

Driving School Owner

346 Parlange Dr.

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70300
Robert Brenner *

Deputy Director, National
Highway Safety Bureau
U.S. Dept. of Trans.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Gilbert Brewer (D)

Pres., Ideal Driving School
533 Des Peres Avenue

St. Louis, Mo. 63112

Gene Bristol (D)

Sec. Ed., Minnetonka Schools
Minnatonka, Minn. 55331

Leon Brody *

Director of Research

Cntr. for Saf., New York Univ.
Washington Square

New York, New York 100603

G.B. brown (D)

Chairman, Driver Education
Jefferson High School
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52404

Harry Brown (D)
Super., Saf. Ed., Bd.
226 N. 1lst Ave., East
Di:luth, Minn. 55802

of Educ.

Russell Brown (D)

Safety Management Institute
1900 "L" St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Donald Bruggeman (J)

Owner, A-A-Auto Driving ESchool
3458 Mayfield Rd4.

Cleveland Hts., Chio 44118

Charles Buffone (J}

Field Super., Hwy. Saf. Prog.

Royal Oaks, Michigan 48067 14 Beacon St., Rm. 1.5
Boston, Mass. 02108
370
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Eugene Burd (D)
Dir. of School Traffic Safety

Rm. 225, State House
Indianapolis, Ind. 46204
Ray Burneson (D)

Sect'y., Traf. Educ. Train.
Comn., Nat'l. Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Ill. 60611

Dale Bussis (D)
Sect'y.,
52 Vanderbilt Ave.
New York, N.Y. 10917

(D)
Dept oI Educ.

Allan Cafferty
Consult., St.
Statehouse
Boise, Idaho 83797

Leonard Cain (D)

Super visor, Safety Education
P.0O. Box 771

Jackson, Mississippi 39200

‘"nomas Campagna (J)
Atkins Driving School
1 Farmingdale Rd.

West Babylon, N.Y. 11702
Jcseph Casey (D)
Dir. Dri. & Traf. Saf. Educ.

Lakevood High School
Lakewood, Ohio 44107

Rcbert Chapman *
Director of Studies
Institute for Educ.
17651 Iron Bark Way
Irvine, Calif. 92664

Devel.

Thomas Cheney (J)

Owner, Cheney Bros. Dri. Sch.
6021 York Blvd.
Los Angeles, Calif. 90042

Louis Chickos (D)
Super visor, Driver Education
822 City Hall

Buffalo, N.Y. 14202

Instit.for Ed. Devel.

Maren Christensen *
Study Assistant

Institute for Educ.
999 N.
El Segundo, Calif.

Devel -
Sepulveda Blvd.
90245

Thomas Comer (J)

Driving School Owner

717 Main Street

waltham, Massachusetts ¢2000

John Conger *

.V.Pres. for Medical Affairs
Univ. of Colorado

4200 E. 9th Avenue

Denver, Colo. 80220

Dean Cook (D)

Admin., Aetna Life &
151 Farmington Ave.
Hartford, Conn. 06115

slty.

Harvin Cook (J)
St. Super. of Pub.
325 8. 5th st.
Springfield, Illincis ¢2700

Inst. Off.

William Covert (J)
Michigan State University
527 D. Spartan Village

E. Lansing, Mich. 48823

J.B. Angelo Crowe (D)
Consult., St. Dept. of Educ.
State Office Bldg. -
Atlanta, Georgia 30300
Edwin Darland (D;

Asst. Pro., San Jose St. Coll.
125 8. 7th Street
San Jose, Calif. 95114

Mce Dollinger (J)

Owner, Academy Drivinc Sch.
7117 Pacific Blvd.

Huntington Park, Calif. 90255

Richard Dootson (J)
Owner, A&A Dootson Dri.
9417 Las Tunas

Temple City, Calif. 91780

Sch.
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Gerald Driessen (D)
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, 11}, 60611

L.L. Dunlap (D)
St. Dept. of Education
Columbia, S.C. 29201

LeRoy Dbunn *

Acting Chief, Dri. Ed.
Training Division

National llighway Safety Bur.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Francis Dunnigan (J)

Dir., Office of Driver Train.
State Highway Bldg., Rm.116
St. Paul, Minn. 55101

John Eales (D)

Consult., St. Dept. of Educ.
721 Capitol Mall

Sacranento, Calif. 95814

Francis Eckerman (D)
Dir. of Safety

A A A--Wisc. Division
433 W. Washington Ave.
Madison, Wis. 53701

Roy Edgerton (J)

Asst. Dir., Hwy.Research Bd.
2101 Constitution Ave.
viashington, D.C. 20418

Dorothy Edwards (D)

Assoc. .Dir., Acc.Res. Cntr.
Amer. Instit. for Research
8555 16th St.

Silver Springs, Md. 20910

Ivan Eland (D)

Northern Iowa Univer.
1428 Maplewwod Drive
Cedar Falls, Iowa 50613

Fred Ellis (J)

Ontario Safety League

208 King St., West
Toronto 1, Ontario Canada

Richard Ellis (D)

Dir., Traff. Saf. Ed. Prog.
State Univ. at Ailbany
Albany, N.Y. 12203

Joe Farmer (D)

Dir., Driver Training
P.O. Box 1300
Richardscn, Texas 75080

Robert T. Filep *
Director of Studies
Institute for Ed. Develop.
999 N. Sepulveda Blvd.

El Sequndo, Calif. 90245

Alfred Finch (J)

Mgr., Motor Trans. Dept.
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Il1.l. 60611

L.R. Fink (D)

Insur. Instit. for Hwy. Saf.
2600 Virginia Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Thomas Fitzgerald (J)

Owner, Fitzgerald's Dri. Sch.

1350 Deer Park Ave.
N. Babylon, N.Y¥Y. 11703

A.E. Florio (D)

Prog. Dir. for Saf.&Dri. Ed.
University of Illinois

212 A Geo. Huff Gym
Champaign, Ill. 61820

T.W. Forbes (D)

Professor of Psychology
Michigan State University
E. Lansing, Michigan 48823

Charles Foreman (J)

Owner, Foreman's Driv. Sch.
3206 West Vernon Ave.

Los Angeles, Calif. 90008
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Ray Frick (J)

Frick's Driver Educ. School

347 Lincoln Way West
South Bend, Indiana 46600

s
Robert Gagne *

Professor of Educ. and Fsych.

University of California
Berkeley, California 94700

Sheiby Gallien (D)

Professor, Dri. & Saf. Educ.

University of Wisc.
Milwaukee, Wisc. 53201

U. Hale Gammill (J)

Owrner, International Sch.Driv.

3502 Geary Blvd.
San Francisco, Calif 94100

David Gantner (J)

Pres., North Star Dri. Sch.
291 Snelling Ave.

St. Paul, Minn. 55104

Mel Gard (J)

North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Ill. €0630

Jess Gardner (D)

Assor. Prof. Coll. of EQ4d.
University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky 40506

Clarence Gaver (D)

Driver Education Instructor
Owensville High School
Owensville, Missouri 65066

Cissie Gieda (D)

Safety Coor. Montgomery Co.
Pindell School Road

Fulton, Maryland 20759

Robert Goff (D)

Univ. of Utah

1899 Sycamore Lane

Salt Lake City, Utah 84117

Phil Gram (D)

Traf. Saf. & Hwy. Impro. Dept.
Ford Motor Co.

The American Road

Dearborn, Michigan 48121

Walter Gray (D)

Assoc. Prof. of Health & Saf.
Indiana St. Univ.

Terre Haute, Indiana 47809

Kenneth Gromacki (J)
A-Arcade Drivers Sch., Tnc.
759 N. Plankington Ave.
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53203

George Gruner (J)

Asst. Mgr., Fleet Cperations
American Motors

14250 Plymouth Rd.

Detroit, Michigan 48232

James Gumm (D)

Dir. of Safety, State Dept.
of Education

132 Cordell Hull Bldg.
Nashville, Tenn. 37219

Robert Gustafson (D)

Asst. Prof., Mich. St. Univ.
Rm. 70, Kellogg Center

E. Lansing, Mich. 48823

Clifford Hahn (D)

Dir. Accident Research Cntr.
Amer. Instit. for Research
8555 16th Street

Silver Springs, Md. 20910

Paul Halula (J)

Aner. Univ. Driver Train. Sch.
2296 Geary Blvd.

San Francisco, Calif 94100

Harry Harman *

Dir., Off. of Comput. Sciences
Educational Testing fervice
Princeton, New Jersey 08504

\‘1
ERSC 373
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John Hartman (D)

Board of Publiic Education
341 s. Bellefield Ave.
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15213

Wesley Hartzell (D)

Pres., Bd. of Ed., Dis.207
Cook County 445 N. Michigan
Chicago, Illinois 60611

John Hassett (J)

Wash. Rep., NPDEA

1629 "K" St., N.W. Rm.534-A
Washington, D.C. 20006

Earl Heath *

Contract Manager,

National Highway Safety Bur.
Washington, D.C. 20591

George Hensel (J)
Pres., A-Calif. Driv.
111 W. pPomona Blvd.
Monterey Park, Calif.

Sch.Inc.
91754

Paul Hill (J)

Asst. General Manager
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

Arthur Hillenburg (J)
North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

Barbara Hodge ({J)

Harold Hodge (J)
A-Safeway Driving School
860 University Ave.

St. Paul, Mirr. 55104

Harold Holmes (D)
Director, Driver Education
National Safety Council
425 Y. Mighigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

374

Edward Holsinger (J)

Dir. of Driving Schools
5353 Claremort Ave.
Oakland, California 94600

Gordon Hough (D)

Institute for Educ.
80 Christie Hill Rd.
Darien, Conn. 06820

Develop.

Emianuel Hreha (J)
Penasylvania Driving Sch.
348 E. 27th St.

Erie, Penusylvania 16500

Louis Hull (J)

Garber's Auto Driving School
1406 Beacon St.

Brookline, Massachusetts 02000
Marshall Hungness, Jr. (J)
MSH Driviag School

3413 Auburn St.

Rockford, Illinois 61100

C.W. Imhoff (D)

Dir., Driver Improve. Progq.
National Safety Council

425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

Paul Irick (D)

Highway Research Board
2101 Constitution Ave.
Washington,D.C. 20006

Ralph Jackson *
Allstate Insurance Co.
Allstate Plaza
Northbrook, Ill. 60062

Don Janowski (J)

North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

John Janzaruk (J)
Janzaruk Sci.col of Driv.
1901 Frances Ave.
Elxhart, Indiana 46514

Ed.
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Curtis Job (J) Edward Klamm *

ABC Driving School, President Accident Prevention Mgr.
1607 East Lake Street Allstate Insurance Co.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55400 Northbrook Plaza

Northbrook, Ill. 60062
Billy Johnson (D)
Super, Dri. Educ. St. Bd. of Ed. Philip Klein (J)
1322 E. Grace St. U.S. Auto Club, Pres.
Richmond, Virginia 23216 404 Jay St.

Brooklyn, New York 11200
Duane Johnson (D)
Assoc, Prof., Saf. & Traf. 3af. Michael Koch (J)

No. Illinois University 3229 W. Montrose

DeKalb, Illinois 60115 Chicago, Illinois €0618
Delbert Karnes (D) William LaPietra (J)

Grad. Asst., S.W. Cntr. for Saf. ygniversal Driving School
Oklahoma St. Univ. 5421 N. Harlem Ave.
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 Chicago, Illinois 60656
Francis Kenel (D) M. Larson (D)

Chm., Traffic & Safety Ed. Amer. Society of Saf. Eng.
Illinois Su. Univ. Park Ridge, Illinois 6068

Normal, Illinois 61761
Carl Laybourn (J)

John Kennedy * Dir. of Safety Education
Vice-President Dept. of Transportation
Institute for Educ. Lavelop. Queens Park .

52 vandcrbilt Ave. Toronto 5, Ontario,Canada

New York, N.Y. 19017
Ruth Link (J)

John Kerxrick (J) Safeway Driving S~hool
Dir., Drivers Services Div. 7454 N. Harlem Ave.
Amer. Assoc. Motor Vei. Admin. Chicago, Illinois 60648
404 Madison Blvd.
Washinaton, D.C. 20001 Evaret Lesser (J)
Univ. Driving School, Inc,.
Norman Key (D) 5241 N. Harlem Ave.
Exec. Secretary, Chicago, Illinois 62f36
National Educ. Assoc.
1201 16th St., N.W. Jaseph Luty (J)
Washington, D.C. 20036 Aamer. Easy-Way Driv.Sch.Inc.
471 Maple Ave.
Harvey King (J) Hartford, Conn. 06114
Secondary Consultant
Pouch F William Lybrand *

Dir.& Prin. Invest., DETRI
The American University
John Kinzer (D) 5185 MacArthur Blvd., N.W.
Nat'l. Highway Safety Bur. ' Washington, D.C. 20016
6820 La Tijera Blvd. :

Los Angeles, Calif. 90045

Juneau, Alaska 39801
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Gary McAvoy (D)

Super., Dri.&Traf. Educ.
Evanston Township H.S.
1600 Dodge Ave.,
Evanston, Ill. 60204

William McCluskey *

Owner, A-Arcade Dri. Sch., Inc.

759 N. Plankington Ave.
Milwaukee, Wis. 53203

John McGinley (J)

Owner, AA Indiana Driv. Sch.
420 Emerson Ave.
Indianapolis, Ind. 46219

Frederick McGuire (D)
Univer. of Calif., Irvine
Irsine, Calif. 92664

James McLarry (D)

Dri. Ed. Specialist

State Dept. of Education
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Gene MacDowell (D)

Exec. Sect'y., Dri. and
Safety FEducators Assoc.,N.Y.
142 Middle Road

Horseheads, N.Y. 14845

Raymond Magwire (D)

Coord. Health,Saf. & Phys.Ed.
Dept. of Education
Mcntpelier, Vt. 05602

Alvin Malone (D)
Super., Adult Driv. Ed.
Jackson, Mississippi 39200

Sidney Marland (D)

Pres., inst. for Ed. Develop.
52 Vanderbilt Ave.

New York, New York 10017

Robert Marshall (D)

Dir., Safety Educ. Center
Central Mo. St. College
Warrensburg, Mo. 64093

Dewayne Marshman (J)
Minnesota Driving Sch., Inc.
520 Lowry Ave., N.E.
Minneapolis, Minn. 55418

Ray Martinez (D)

Asst. Dir., Driver Improve.
Wational Safety Council

425 M, Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

George Mathis *

Dir. of Safetv Educ.,
Office of Public Instr.
325 S. 5th Street
Springfield, IX1. 62700

Howard Matth:us (J)
Highway Traffic Saf. Cntr.
Michigan State Univ.
E. Lansing, Michigan 48823

Linda Memmler (J)
Universal Driving School
5241 N. Harlem Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 69656

Jack Millard {(J)
Pres., United Truck Dri.Sch.
12551 E. Telegraph Rd.

Santa Fe Springs, Calif. 90670

Larry Milligan (J)
A.Arcade Drivers Sch., Inc.
759 N. Plankington
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53200

Peter Monday (J)

Pres., A-1 Drivers Sch.,Irc.
3431 W, Villard Ave.
Milwaukee, Wis. 53209

Hemby Morgan (D)
Super., Safety Educ.
La. Dept. of Educ.
Capitol Building

Baton Rouge, La. 70804
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Robert Murphy (J)

North Shore Driv. School
4935 W. Focter Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

Heinz Naumann (J)

Reg. Nir., Canada, NPDFXA
253 Bloor St. East
Toronto 5, Ontario, Canada

{D)

St. Dept. Pub. Instr.
North Carolina 27600

John Noe
Super.,
Raleigh,

Robert Nolan (D)

Assoc. Prof.,Hwy. Saf. Cntr.
Michigan State University
E. Lansing, Michigan 48823

John Noonan (D)

Sales Promotion Manager
General Motors Corporation
Detroit, Michigan 48200

Ted Oakland (J)

Owner, ABC Driving School
6 E. Exchange St.

Akron, Ohio 44300

Charles O'Day (J)
Owner, 0'Day's Sch.of Driv.
3494 Sheridan Dr.

Eggertsville, N.Y. 14226
Philip O'Leary (D)
Consult., Dept. of Educ.
P.0O. Box 420

Lansing, Mich. 48902

Arthur Opfer (D)
Automotive Safety Found.
200 Ring Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20006
B.E. Parker (D)
University Safety Center
Baylor University

Waco, Texas 76703

Donald Parker (J)
Janice Parker
Pres.,Interstate Pro.
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15216

Dri.Sch.

C.A. Perkins (J)

A-1 Peck Driving School,Owner
1419 Sylvania Ave.

Toledo, Ohio 43613

Fletcher Platt (J)

Mgr. Traf. Saf.&Hwy.Impro.Dpt.
Ford Motor Company

The American Road

Dearborn, Mich. 48121

Richard Plum (D)

Ed. Con. ,Amer. Auto.AssocC.
1712 G St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Warren Quensel (D)

Asst. Prof. Traf. & Saf.
Illinois St. University
Normal, Illinois 61761

Ed.

Thad Rarogiewicz *

A-Easy Method NatDri.Sch,Own.
408 McKinley Ave., N.W.
Canton, Ohio 44702

Neal Rathjen (D)
Consult., Kenosha Schools
6347 46th Ave.

Kenosha, Wisconsin 53140

Leonard Raymond (J)
Mobil Research & Devel,
150 E. 42nd St.

New York, New York 10017

Corp.

John Reedy, Jr. (J)

Lord Ashley Driver School
3422 Rivers Ave.
Charleston, S.C. 29405
Raymond Recan (J)
Universal Driv. Schools,
5241 N. Harlem Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60656

Inc.



Joyce Reid (J)
North Shore Driving School

4935 W, Foster Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

William Rhodes (J)
Univ. of Houston
Cullen Bilvd.
Houston, Texas 77000

William Richards (D}
Director of Driver Educatiomn
Dept. of Public Instruction
126 Langdon St.

Madison, Wisconsin 53700

Michael Right (J)
3917 Lindell
St. Louis, Mo. 63108

Dale Ritzel (D)

Instr., Safety Center
Southern Illinois Univ.
Carbondale, Ill. 62301

Warren Rumsfield *

Owner, No. Shore Dri. School
4935 W. Foster Ave.

Chicago, Illinois 60630

Ann Russo (J}

Thomas Russo

Mich. Assn. of Pro.Dri. Sch.
20243 Keating

Detroit, Michigan 48203

Mercie Salgados (J)

Penn. Driving School

348 E. 27th St.

Erie, Pennsylvania 16500

Angelo Scalet (D)

Ohio Driv&Saf. Ed. Assn.
129 N. Grant

Wooster, Ohio 44691

William Schmitz (D)
Nat'l. Hwy. Users Conf.
30 N. La Salle St.
Chicago, Illinois 60602

Rose Schrock (J}

Owner, Schrock Driv. Sch.
574 Courtland Ave.

Lima, Ohio 45801

Jay Scott (D}

St. Dept. of Public Inst.
120 E. 10th St.

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Paul Selby (D)

Consult., N.J. Dept. of Ed.
225 W. State St.

Trenton, New Jersey 08600

William Sell (D)
Supervisor, Driver Educ.
Ohio Dept. of Ed.

65 Front St.

Columbus, Ohio 43215

James Shea (D)

Asst. Prof.,St. Univ. College
at Buffalo

Williamsville, N.Y. 14221

Leslie Silvernale (D)
Michigan State Univ.
Kellogg Center

E. Lansing, Mich. 4§823

Harold Smith {J)

Harold Smith Dri. Impr. Inst.
1460 Rosecrans Dr.

san Diego. Calic®. 92106

Lawton Smith *

Office of Civic Affairs
Chrysler Corp.

Detroit, Mich. 48231

Ray Smith (D)

Moline Public Schools
1411 28th Ave.

Moline, Illinois 61265

James Standifer (D)

Prof. ,Texas Christian Univ.
Dept. of H.P.E

Fort Worth, Texas 76129
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l Reinhard Stern (J) H.H. Tielke (D)
Opr., Stern-Fybel Dri. Sch. Heights Driving Sch., Inc.
8558 W. 3rd st. 26 Front Street
' Los Angeles, CT.iif. 90048 Berea, Ohio 44017
George Stewart (D) William Timberlake (D)
Dep. Dir., Program Liaison The Traffic Institute
l Ex. Office of Hwy.Saf. Plan. 1804 Hinman Ave.
Lewis Cass Bldg. Evanston, Illinois 60201
Lansing, Mich. 48913
l Raymond Timney (J)
Marland Strasser (J) V.P., Dri. Trainer Pro.Ltd., Inc.
San Jose St. College, Prof. 2399 Summer Sireet
l 1600 English Dr. Stamford, Connecticut 06901

San Joce, Calif. 95129
William Todd (D)

Harold Sullivan (D) Sper., Memphis City Schools
American Bar Association 2597 Avery Ave.
- 8333 Lincoln Ave. Memphis, Tenn. 38112

Skokie, Illinois 60076
Richard Tossell (D)}

B Robert Sundermeier (D) Asst. Dir. Saf. Educ. Cntr.
Consul., Colo. Dept. of Ed. Central Missouri St. Coll.
201 E. Colfax Ave. wWarrensburg, Mo. 64093

Denver, Colo. 80203

Stephen Toth (J)

. Francis Svarc (D) Regulation Driving School
i Super, Saf. EQ., Chic. Bd. Ed.597 Sport Hill Rd.
: 228 N. La Salle St. Easton, Connecticut 06425

Chicago, 1Illinois 60601

i ! M.D. Tracy (J)
: William Tarrants * Harold Smith Dri. Impro. Inst.
Acting Dir., Off. of Saf. 333 N. Michigan Ave.
Manpower Development Chicago, Illinois 60611
1 National Highway Safety Bur.
wWashington, D.C. 20591 Robert Ulrich (D)
. Asst. Prof., Saf. Educ. Cntr.
J Gilbert Teal * Central Missouri St. Coll.
Dir., Cntr. for Acc. Prev. Warrensburg, Mo. 64093
Dunlap & Assoc.
One Parkland Drive H.B. Vinson (J)
l parier., Conn. 06820 Owner, Texas Driving School
1625 N. Industrial Blvd.
Richard Thorstens (J) Dallas, Texas 75207
I Owner, A-1 Driving School
2579 Metairie Rd. Fred Wahl (J)
Metairie, Louisiana 70001 Owner, Tri-Valley Driv. Sch.
l 9763 Mason Ave.
Travice Tice (D) Chatsworth, Calif. 91311
St. Dept. of Educ.
l Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73100
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Patricia Waller (D) William Woods (J)
Res. Assoc., Hwy. Saf.Res.Ctr.Woods So. Shore Dri. Sch. ,0wn.

Univ. of N.C., VETS Club 357 Washingtcn St.
Chapel Hill, N.C. 27514 Braintree, Mass. 02184
Joseph Welch {J) John Wynia (J)
Pres., Michael's Dri. Schl. A CME Driving School
106 E. Lake St. 650 King Star East
Addison, Illinois 60611 Kitchener, Ontario, Canada
: Richard Whitworth * Sam Yaksich *
‘ Asst. Dir. of Driv. Educ. Asst. Dir. Traf. Eng.&Saf. Dept.
National Safety Council Amer. Auto Assoc.
425 N. Michigan Ave. 1712 G. Street, N.W.
Chicago, Illinois 60611 Washington, D.C. 20006
: Peter Wilk (J) William varish (J)
: Owner, Academy of Dri. Train. Driver Trainer Prof.Ltd, Inc.
: 15032 Grand River 2399 Summer Street
: Detroit, Mich. 48227 Stamford, Connecticut 06901
E.R. Williamson (") John Young (J)
Dri. Ed. Super. A-Arcade Drivers Sch., Inc.
Northern State College 759 N. Plankington
Aberdeen, S.D. 57401 Milwaukee, Wis. 53202
Dean Wilson (D) Cecil Zaun (D)
Coord., Dri. & Traffic Educ. Los Angeles City Schools
Pontiac Public Schools 1200 N. Cornwell St.

1051 Arlene Street Los Angeles, Calif. 90033
Pontiac, Mich. 48055 )

James Wilson (J)

A-1 Auto Driving Sch., Inc.
5221 N. Elston

Chicago, Xllinois 60€30

Albert Wollenberg (J)
Wollenberg Driv. School
247 Park Ave.

Bristol, Conn. 06010

W.H. Wood, Col., USAF (D)
Directorate of Aerospace Saf.
Norton Air Force Base
California 92409

j John Woods {J) .
3 Wood's So. Shore Dri.Sch,Own.
: 357 Washington ftreet
Braintree, Mass. 02184
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INSITEUTE JOR EDUCATIONAT DEVEIOPMENT

909 NSEPULVEDA BIVDD - £L SECUNDQ CALIFORNIA 90245« 3% 779-5197

October 17, 1968

Dr. Eugene Cconahan
7259 E. Laketree Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53700

Dear Lr. Conahan:

Many individuals and organizations are actively concerned
with effective driver education and training and you must
certainly be included in thicg group. In order to provide

a forum where you can receive information on selected new
programs in driver education and also share your experiences
with others, you are cordially invited to attend a national
driver education and training symposium frcm December lst
through the 4th, 1968.

The symposium will be conducted by the Institute for
Educational pevelopment undsr the sponsorship of the
National Highway Safety Bureau for the purpose of reporting
the progress of selected rcsearch and evaluation programs
in driver education, and, utilizing the experience and
cooperation of representative educators, contributing to
the effective implementation of recent research findings

in this field.

The scope of the aymposium will include presentation of

the "state-of-the-art” in driver education and related fields;
the communication of plans, policies, and programs of the
National Kighway Safety Bureau to members of the driver
education community; and an exchange of information betwean
the Bureau and the professionals assoziated with driver
education programs in public and privete schools.

This meeting is being designed to provide maximum opportunity
for individual participaticn and "two-way communication” by
all who attend. Seminar settings, discussion groups, and
questions from participants will be "in”". Your ideas and
opinions will be actively soliclted by the seminar leaders
and yg? Yill be asked to discuss the real world issues in
this eld.

The symposium will be held at the Drake-Oakbrook Motel
located in a lovely countryside setting only fifteen
minutes from Chicago's O'Hare International Airport.

Since the number of participants in such a symposium must,
by its veiy nature, be limited, I would encourage you to
let us know as soon as possible if you plan to attend.

A preliminary program and a return postcard for your
reply are enclosed.

We look forward to your paiticipation.

Sincerely.,

v

n L. Kennedy
ce-President

JLKipl
Enclosures

383

368



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INSTTIUTE FOR EDUCATIONATL DEVELOPMENT

9?9 NSEPULVEDA BLVD  « EL SECUNDQ CALIFORNIA 90245 113 772-C'97

November 22, 1968

Mr. Ralp: Jackson
225 E. 46th Street
New York, New York 10017

Dear Mr. Jackson:

You must certainly be included in the group of individuals
who are actively concerned with effective driver education
and training. In order to provide a forum where you can
receive information ov selected new programs in driver
egucation and also share your experiences with others, you
are cordially invited to attend a national driver education
and training symposium from January 26th through 29th, 1969.

The symposium will be conducted by the Institute for
Educational Development under the sponsorship of the National
Highway Safety Bureau. The purpose -- to report the progress
of selected research and evaluation programs in driver
education, and, to utilize the experience and cooperation of
comnercial school operators and educators, thus contributing
to the effective use of recent research findings and
practices.

The gscope of the symposium will include presentation of the
"state-of-the-art" in driver education and related fields:
the communication of plans, policies, asd programs of the
National Highway Safety Bureau to members of the d.iver
education community; and an exchange of information between
the Bureau and the professionals asscciated with driver
education programs in commercial driving schools.

This meeting is being designed to provide miximum opportunity
for individual participation and "two-way communication” by
all who attend. Seminar settings, discussion groups, and
questions from participants will be "in". Your ideas and
opinions will be actively solicited by the seminar leaders
and you will be asked to discuss the real world i{ssues in
this field. Alternative solutions to major problems in this
field will be explored.

The symposium will be held at the Drake-Oakbrook Motel
located in a lovely countryside setting only fifteen
minutes frum Chicago's O'Hare International Alrport.

since the number of participants in such a symposium must,
by its very nature, be limited, 1 would encourage you to
let us know as soon as possible if you plan to attend.

A preliminary program and a return postcard for your

reply are encleosed.

We look forward to your participation.

Sincerely,

;7.@»-'?,
n L. Kennedy

ce-President

JLK:pl
Enclosures

) o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NATIONAL DRIVER TRAINING AND EDUCATION SYMPOSIUM
EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

what did you expect to gain from attendance at this Symposium?

Were your objectives achieved?

Well Achieved .__Moderately Achieved _____Not Achieved

Please rate the value to you of the various parts of the Symposjium:
Much Sonme Little None

Luncheon and Dinner Speeches:
Morning Presentations:

Discussion period after Speeches:
Seminars:

Informal Discussion Groups:
Preconference Materials:

The speeches, presentationa, or seminar sessions MOST INTERESTING OR
USEFUL for my purposes were:

The speeches, presentations, or seminar sessions LEAST INTERESTING OR
USEFUL for my purposes were:

What did you like most about the organization and procedure of the
Symposium?

A suggested change or improvement in organization or procedure would
be:

What new topics might well be added to a future similar Symposium?

Who was the leader of your seminar group?
Please rate this seminar according to the following scale:

A{extremely valuable): B(moderately valuable): C(of little value):

For future symposia, do you think: Al(more): B{less): C(same amount)
of time should be spent in seminar groups? :

A suggested change or improvement {n the organization or procedure of
the seminars would be:

In general, how would you rate this Symposium?
Excellent Good Fair Foor

(PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAGE FOR FURTHER SUGGESTIONS OR COMMENTS)
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